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PERCEIVED LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR OF SCHOOL PRINCIPALS IN
SELECTED CALIFORNIA PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS WITH A
HIGH HISPANIC STUDENT POPULATION AND HIGH OR LOW
SIXTH GRADE READING ACHIEVEMENT SCORES
Abstract of the Dissertation
Purpose:
The ·purpose of this study was to investigate
perceived leadership behavior of principals in selected
California public elementary schools with a high Hispanic
s·tudent population.
Two groups of schools were selected for
comparison:
those with high scores on the sixth grade
California Assessment Program test of reading achievement,
and those with low scores on the same test.
Procedure:
The population of this study was composed of
California public elementary schools meeting specific
criteria. Also included in the sample were all full-time
teachers at the selected schools, the school principals,
and a certificated central office employee knowing the
principal. Participants numbered 110. The instrument used
was the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII
by Ralph M. Stogdill. The data were processed using
multivariate analysis of variance.
Findings: Low achieving school principals appear to represent their faculties more often indicating their staffs have
less concern and accountability, have the ability to tolerate
uncertainty, use persuasion more effectively and exhibit
·-st:ron-g-c:u-rrvi-ct·.ton·s,-·work-J:-e-ss-wi-th-facu-lty-on-i-ns-t-r-uc-t-ional
improvement, and are more concerned with faculty well being
and personal needs.
Recommendations:
1)
Effective schools need to be studied in depth
with regard to specific leadership characteristics in addition to those studied in this research and with regard to
other characteristics which may account for their success.
Such a study might clarify effective leadership behaviors
and if leadership is the result of a specific situation.
2) Leadership behavior of all principals at California public elementary schools identified as effective should
be studied in depth by the California State Department of
Education and other agencies to identify the characteristics
of effective leadership and effective schools.
Such a study
could improve the educational programs in all schools.
3)
Studies suggested above should include a larger
sample so that generalizations can be made with a clearer
picture of findings.

viii
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
For many years, educators have been trying to
identify factors which make a difference in the educational
achievement of low income students.

Many factors might

influence whether students will succeed in school and thus
Edmonds 1 defined an effec-

whether a school is effective.

tive school as one in which the children of the poor are
achieving.

Weber 2 identified and advocated particular

characteristics of effective inner city schools, again
focusing on schools which were serving a predominantly poor
pupil population.
----

The literature suggests that if a school

--lias a-lilgli conceni:ra'Cic:m-o-f-"pnor"-students--who-a-re-achieving, then it is effective.
The State of California, in an attempt to monitor
student achievement, has mandated testing of children in
specific grade levels in the public schools.

Every year,

throughout the State, third, sixth, and twelfth grade
students become part of the California Assessment Program.
This program tests students in the areas of reading, written
_j

1 Ronald R. Edmonds, "Some Schools Work and More
Can," Social Policy, IX,No.5 (March/April, 1979), 35.
2 G. Weber, "Inner-City Children Can Be Taught To
Read: Four Successful Schools," Council For Basic Education
(1971), 2.
1

2

I

I I

expression, spelling, and mathematics. 3
-~

The California

Assessment Program developed a test which allegedly relates
to the instructional program of most schools.

Scores

obtained from this test are not individual scores but school
and district scores.
scores.

The scores presented are the average

Results of the State testing are published in

November of each year and are made available to the public,
school districts, and the Legislature.
The California Assessment Program test results are
reported as percentile ranks.

These percentile ranks can be

used to compare schools because every school is asked to
provide data regarding pupil population background factors
such as socioeconomic status, percent of Aid to Families
with Dependent Children, and percent of Limited English
Proficient students.

These data are used to develop a

____L _ _

Comparison Score Band.

This band takes into consideration

the conditions in which each school operates and enables
schools to compare scores with other schools that have
reported a set of similar background characteristics. 4
Historically, California Assessment Program test
scores have been lower than average in those schools which

--!

3california State Department of Education, Profiles
of School District Performance 1979-80 (Sacramento, Ca.:
Office of Program Evaluation and Research, 1980), pp. 12-13.
4 california State Department of Education, Interpretive Supplement to the Report on the Survey of Basic Sk~lls:
Grade 6 (Sacramento, Ca.: Office of Program Evaluation and
Research, 1980), pp. 8-11.

3

have a high percentage of racial and ethnic minority students.

In the Fall of 1979, .Wilson Riles, California State

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 5 reported that 40 percent of the four million students in California public
schools were members of racial and ethnic minority groups.
Hispanic students comprised 23.4 percent of all students,
blacks 10 percent, Asian/Pacific Islanders 4.3 percent,
Filipinos 1.4 percent, and American Indians about 1 percent.
Hispanic students have had the largest increase in numbers,
from 616,226 in 1967 to 953,295 in 1979, an increase of
nearly 55 percent.
In a nationwide educational survey, Coleman and his
associates compared the academic achievement of various
racial and ethnic groups in grades three, six, nine, and
twelve on tests of verbal ability, reading comprehension,
and mathematics.

According to the survey, Mexican Americans

ranked fourth in achievement of the six racial and ethnic
groups studied.

On all three achievement measures they

ranked behind Anglos, Orientals, and American Indians.

6

A few years later, a report published by the United
States Commission on Civil Rights revealed that the reading
achievement of most California Hispanic students is poor in

5wilson Riles, Report to the State Board of Education (Fall, 1979), p. 19.
6 James S. Coleman, et al., Equality of Educational
Opportunity (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health
Educat~on, and Welfare, 1966), p. 302.

I

4

,I
;

I

the elementary years and does not improve in higher grades.
A substantial percentage of students are reading below grade
level as early as the fourth grade and they remain poor
readers throughout their school careers.

In this particular

report, more than half of all Hispanic students in the
California survey fell into this category. 7
The Problem
By the time California Anglos are ready to graduate
from high school, more than one-third of those surveyed are
reading below grade level.

Reading retardation in the His-

panic students, however, is more severe.

At graduation,

63 percent are reading below grade level and 39 percent have
not advanced beyond the tenth grade in reading.

An esti-

mated 36 percent of Hispanic students have dropped out of
school by grade twelve because of low school holding power. s-·--In the State of California this represents a staggering loss
of potentially well-educated and productive manpower.
Statement of the Problem
California Assessment Program test scores have consistently shown that schools with a high Hispanic student
population have low reading achievement scores.

These same

_j

7 u.s. Commission on Civil Rights, The Unfinished
Education, Report 2, Mexican American Education Study
(October, 1971), p. 11.
8Ibid.

5
\

tests, however, have also identified a small number of
e:ementary schools with a high Hispanic student population
with scores above the norms for grade level achievement,
particularly at the sixth grade level.
The problem dealt with in this study was that a
large number of California elementary public schools with a
high Hispanic student population are consistently scoring
low on sixth grade California Assessment Program reading

--,

achievement tests.

At the same time, however, a very small

number of elementary public schools with a high Hispanic
student population are achieving above the norms in reading
at the sixth grade level on the same test.

Reading achieve-

ment test score differences may be due to the effectiveness
of the small group of schools.
Much research has been done in order to try to

-------

identify characteristics of effective schools.

Weber, 9- - - - - - - - - -

Madden,10 Brookover,ll and Edmonds, 12 are a few of the many
who have studied, observed, and identified effective
schools.

Their findings suggest that strong leadership,

positive school climate, and emphasis on basic skills are

9weber, loc. cit.
-,

,\

lOJ. v. Madden, D. R. Lawson, and D. Sweet, School
Effectiveness Study, California State Department of Education (1977), p. 2.
llw. Brookover, et al., "Elementary School Social
Climate and School Achievement," American Educational
Research Journal, 15, No. 2 (Spring, 1978), 301-18.
12-Edmonds, loc. cit.

I!

6

amon.g the salient school characteristics which affect student performance, particularly reading achievement.
Throughout the studies the one characteristic which appeared
consistently in the findings was strong leadership.
Purpose of the Study
The primary purpose of this study was to investigate
the perceived leadership behavior of school site principals

in selected California public elementary schools which have
high Hispanic student enrollments.
were selected for comparison:

Two groups of schools

those with high scores on a

sixth grade test of reading achievement, and those with low
scores on the same test.
Hypotheses of the Study
It was predicted that principals in schools with
high sixth grade reading scores would be rated higher than
principals in schools with low reading scores on twelve
dimensions of the Leader Behavior Description QuestionnaireForm XIr. 13

Specifically, it was anticipated that princi-

pals from the high achieving schools would:
Hypothesis 1:

Be rated higher on the perceived

leadership dimension of Representation.
Hypothesis 2:

Be rated higher on the perceived

leadership dimension of Demand Reconciliation.

13Ralph M. Stogdill, Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire (Columbus, Ohio: The Oh~o State un~vers~ty,
19 57) •

II
7

Hypothesis 3:

Be rated higher on the perceived

leadership dimension of Tolerance of Uncertainty.
Hypothesis 4:

Be rated higher on the perceived

leadership dimension of Persuasiveness.
Hypothesis 5:

Be rated higher on the perceived

leadership dimension of Initiation of Structure.
Hypothesis 6:

Be rated higher on the perceived

leadership dimension of Tolerance of Freedom.
Hypothesis 7:

Be rated higher on the perceived

leadership dimension of Role Assumption.
Hypothesis 8:

Be rated higher on the perceived

leadership dimension of Consideration.
Hypothesis 9:

Be rated higher on the perceived

leadership dimension of Production Emphasis.
Hypothesis 10: Be rated higher on the perceived
leadership dimension of Predictive Accuracy.
Hypothesis 11: Be rated higher on the perceived
leadership dimension of Integration.
Hypothesis 12: Be rated higher on the perceived
leadership dimension of Superior Orientation.
Significance of the Study
Hispanic students who succeed in school most generally have been perceived as relatively happy, productive
members of our society.

Self-esteem is higher; academic

skills are at a level where the choice between many jobs or
higher education is a reasonable alternative.

Non-school

8
successful Hispanic students may become adults with a substandard wage earning capacity and are possible welfare
recipients.

Taxpayers, meanwhile, are paying twice, once

for the process of schooling and again for the ineffective
product of schooling.
Effective schools with high Hispanic student populations need to be identified, studied, and used as models.
Something must be happening in these schools, particularly
since they are so few in number.

Since there are many

variables which may affect student performance, specific
variables need to be studied in more depth.
The consistent finding of strong leadership associated with effective schools suggests that further study in
this specific area is needed.

The results of this study may

be particularly significant for those districts which desire
academic success for all of their students and are flexible
and courageous enough to look beyond classroom methodology
and teaching strategies.
Definitions
For the purpose of this study the following definitions were used:
Central Office Employee.

Full-time, certificated

person working in the district central office.
Consideration.

Behavior of the Principal

characterized by regard for the comfort, well being, status,

9

and contribution of followers. 14
Demand Reconciliation.

j'

I

Behavior of the principal

when he/she reconciles conflicting demands and reduces

dis~

order to the system. 15
Hispanic.

Relating to the language and/or culture

of Spain or Hispanic America (including Mexico).
Initiation of Structure.

Behavior of the principal

in which he/she clearly defines own role, and lets followers
know what is expected. 16
Integration.

Behavior of the principal when he/she

maintains a closely knit organization; resolves inter-member
17
conflicts.
Persuasiveness.

Behavior of the principal in which

he/she uses persuasion and argument effectively; exhibits
strong convictions. 1 8
Predictive Accuracy.

Behavior of the principal when

he/she exhibits foresight and ability to predict outcomes
accurately. 19
Principal.

Full-time chief building administrator

of a public school having grades K-8 or any portion thereof.
Production Emphasis.

Behavior of the principal

characterized by applying pressure for productive output. 20

1 4 Ralph M. Stogdill, Manual for the Leader Behavior
Description Questionnaire - Form XII (Columbus, Ohio: The
Ohio State University, 1963), p. 2.
15 Ibid.

16Ibid.

17Ibid.

lSibid.

19Ibid.

20Ibid.

10
Representation.

Behavior of the principal when he/

she speaks and acts as the representative of the group. 21
Role Assumption.

Behavior of the principal which is

characterized by his/her actively exercising the leadership
role rather than surrendering leadership to others. 22
Superior Orientation.

Behavior of the principal

when he/she maintains cordial relations with superiors; has
influence with them; is striving for higher status. 23
Teachers.

All full-time certificated staff members

assigned to the schools selected.
Tolerance of Freedom.

Behavior of the principal in

which he/she allows followers scope for initiative, decision,
and action.24
Tolerance of Uncertainty.

Behavior of the princ:ipal

indicative of the ability to tolerate uncertainty and post--------------

ponement without anxiety or upset.25
Delimitations
This study had the following delimitations:
1.

This study sample was limited to four public

elementary schools in California identified by the California Assessment Program as having a high Hispanic student
population (30 percent or above) with sixth grade reading
achievement scores at the 75th percentile and above and four

21 Ibid.

22 rbid.

24rbid.

25rbid.

23rbid.

11
public elementary schools in California identified by the
California Assessment Program as having a high Hispanic
student population (30 percent or above) with sixth grade
reading achievement scores at the 25th percentile and below.
2.

This study included only those high and low

reading achieving public California elementary schools with
a student population ranging from 250-610.
Limitations
1.

This study was restricted to schools with a high

density of Hispanic students thus generalizability of
findings is limited.
2.
~

l
I

This study was limited to leadership behavior;

other variables which might influence school effectiveness
and reading achievement were not studied.

'

---

Assumptions-~-----------··----

From the onset of this study certain assumptions
were necessary.
1.

They included the following:

The identification of Hispanic students was

appropriately made by the personnel who reported this data
to the California Assessment Program.
2.

The information sent to the researcher by the

California State Department of Education, Evaluation and
Research Department regarding the California Assessment
Program, comparison bands, and test scores was accurate.
3.

The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-

Form XII provided an accurate assessment of the behaviors

12
it purported to measure.
4.

The school principals, teachers, and central

office personnel responded truthfully to the questionnaire.
Procedures
For many years the.researcher has been concerned
with the large numbers of Hispanic students who do not
achieve academic success.

California test scores have shown

that a small number of schools are effective with sixth
grade reading in schools with a high Hispanic student
population compared to a large number of ineffective elementary schools with a similar student population.
A review of dissertation abstracts and ERIC documents revealed many studies of effective schools but none
which dealt specifically with leadership behavior and sixth
----

grade reacting achievement in schools with a high Hispanic
student population.

The statement of the problem thus took

form from the concerns of the researcher and the lack of
research in this area.
Sampling
Twenty elementary public schools in California were
identified as meeting the criteria for this study in the
high reading achieving group.

Five-hundred-fifty-eight

elementary public schools in California were identified as
meeting the criteria for this study in the low reading
achieving group.
The researcher attempted to have a sample of ten

13
high achieving and ten low achieving schools.

All high

I

scoring district superintendents were sent letters requesting their participation in the study, only four agreed to
participate.

Low achieving schools were then matched to the

participating high scoring schools.

In several instances,

more than one low achieving district superintendent had to
be contacted before a final match could be made.
The four high achieving and four low achieving
schools were matched as closely as possible in the following
areas:
1.

Range of population -

250-610.

2.

Hispanic student population of 30-68 percent.

3.

Similar socioeconomic status.

4.

Limited English Proficient student population

___ simila~within five students_il.i:_!he sixtl1_g_Eade_~evel._ _________
Research Methodology
The district superintendent of each identified
school was contacted for permission to obtain data from the
selected school site principal, teachers, and a certificated
central office employee knowing the principal.

The Leader

Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII by Ralph M.
Stogdill 26 was used to gather the data from these three
groups.
Instrumentation
The researcher, after getting permission from each

26stogdill, loc. cit.

14
district superintendent to contact the principal, attempted
to administer the questionnaire in group situations with the
teachers.

This was possible in only two schools.

Because

of contract and/or time constraints, the remaining six
schools could not meet with the researcher and were mailed
their questionnaires.

The school principal and certificated

central office employees were mailed their questionnaires on
an individual basis.
Data Analysis
The statistical treatment of the data involved the
use of the multivariate analysis of variance.

The data were

processed at the University of the Pacific computer center.
Summary and Organization of the Study
_: _____________Chap_ter_l __inc_lud£!s the introduction to the study_,____
the statement of the problem, and the purpose.

It also

includes the procedures, significance, definitions, delimitations, limitations, and assumptions.
Chapter 2 contains a review of the literature andresearch related to elementary school principals, leadership,
and effective schools.
sections.

The chapter is divided into four

The first section includes a brief overview of

the function of education in our society.

The second sec-

tion reviews the literature and research with regard to the
evaluation of the school principalship.

The third section

reviews the literature and research regarding leadership,

15
and the fourth section includes a review of the literature
and research on effective schools.
The procedures and methodology of the study are
described in Chapter 3.

The chapter includes a description

of the study, the population and sample selection

proce~

dures, the methodology, and the instrument used.
The findings are presented in Chapter 4 including the
analyses of the data.

Chapter 5 includes the summary,

conclusions, and recommendations for future research.

-~-·

-,

--- --------

Chapter 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND RELATED RESEARCH
Literature and research related to elementary school
-j

principals, leadership, and effective schools are reviewed
in this chapter.

The first section is a brief overview of

the function of education in our society.

The second section

reviews the literature and research with regard to the
evolution of the school principalship.

The third section

reviews the literature and research regarding leadership,
and the fourth section includes a review of the literature
and research on effective schools.

-:-

The Function_of Education In Our Society
The Supreme Court of the United States, in the now
famous Brown case, has set forth the place of public schools
in our society in the following language:
Today, education is perhaps the most important
function of state and local governments, Compulsory
school attendance laws and great expenditures for
education both demonstrate our recognition of the
importance of education in our democratic society.
It is required in the performance of our most basic
public responsibility, even service in the armed
forces. It is the very foundation of good
citizenship. Today, it is a principal instrument
in awakening the child and cultural values, in
preparing him for later professional training, and
in helping him to adjust normally to his environment.
In these days, it is doubtful that any child may
reasonably be expected to succeed in life if he is
denied the opportunity of an education. Such an
opportunity, where the state has undertaken to
16

17.

provide it, is a gift which must be made available
to all on equal terms.l
This charge has been entrusted to the school principal for
it is he/she who implements the policies of the Board of
Education.
A Historical Perspective of
the School Pr~nc~pal
The elementary school principal is a "highly
strategic position"; 2 however, the principal is faced with
a host of problems related to the conduct of an educational
program.

These include the selection, training, and

supervision of personnel; the maintenance of physical
facilities; the control of supplies; and community
relationships.
The role and responsibilities of the school principal are changing dramatically and becoming more complex.
Today's school principal is also involved in special education, student rights, cultural pluralism, and collective
bargaining. 3
School principals are facing increasing pressures,

u. s.

!Brown et al., V. Board of Education of Topeka, 347
483 (1954).

2 John K. Hemphill, Daniel E. Griffiths, and Norman
Frederiksen, Administrative Performance and Personality
(New York: Teachers College, Columbia University, 1962),
p. 1.
3Assembly Education Committee, The School Principal:
Recommendations for Effective Leadership (Sacramento,
California: September, 1978), p. 32.

18
both political and financial, in the management of their
schools.
l

I!

The school principal has often been called "the

man in the middle,"4 and many principals believe that that
rhetoric has now become a reality.
The typical school site administrator spends

forty~

five hours a week at school and another five hours in school
related activities.

Administrative performance of the

1970's and 1980's has become much more than "a school
housekeeper whose major function is picking up after
others." 5
The position of the school principal began to evolve
in 1647 when the General Court of Massachusetts passed an
act requiring every township of fifty householders to
appoint someone to teach the children to read and write.
It also required every township of one hundred householders
to set up a grammar school.

Very little writing and calcu-

lating was thought necessary at that time.

The primary

purpose was to keep Satan at bay by teaching the Scriptures
and the means of Salvation.

In addition to the teaching

duties the teacher also had responsibilities which ranged
from those of the school janitor to duties which today would

4william L. Pharis and Sally Banks Zakariya, The
Elementary School Principalship in 1978: A Research Study
(Arl~ngton, V~rgin~a:
National Assoc~at~on of Elementary
School Principals, 1979), p. xi.
5 cooperative Development of Public School Administration, The Elementary School Principal and Director
{Albany, N.Y.: State Teachers Assoc~at~on, 1956), p. 4.
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be considered administrative.

I

I
I

6

In 1837 Massachusetts passed a compulsory education
law and Horace Mann, the first Secretary of theMassachusetts
Board of Education, saw to it that the law was enforced. 7
In 1838, The Cincinnati school system was the first to
establish the position of principal.

Principals at that

time were referred to as "principal teacher," teaching being
the primary responsibility.B
The Cincinnati Board of Education outlined other
duties for the principal teacher such as:
rules and regulations of the School Board,

(1) enforce the
(2) classify

students in grade levels according to achievement in
mathematics,

(3) ring the bells announcing school opening,

closing, and recess,
and,

( 4) account for all bills and salaries,

(5) insure that the building and grounds were clean

·and free of health hazards. 9

The principal teacher was an

administrator of routine and a clerk.

Supervision of

teachers was done by laymen or by the superintendent, who
visited schools, heard recitations, and advised teachers on

6william C. Reavis, et al., Administering the
Elementary School (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prent~ce-Hall,
Inc., 1953), pp. 3-5.
7Ibid., p. 4.
8Paul Revere Pierce, The Origin and Development of
the Public School Principalship (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1935), p. 9.
of

9Twenty-fourth Annual Report of the Common Schools
1853, p. 63.

Cincinnat~,
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instructional methods.

10

As school districts began to grow, principals began
to assume more clerical and supervisory responsibilities and
had fewer teaching duties.

McMurry's study in 1911 of

eighty-one New York elementary school principals found that
routine tasks such as signing salary warrants, inspecting
grounds, maintaining school discipline, and ordering
supplies, occupied two-thirds of the principals' time. 11
Reavis' study, in 1918, also showed that most of the
elementary school principals' day was consumed with managerial duties. 12

Spencer called attention to the frequency

with which the elementary school principal "let routine
matters always absorb his attention to such an extent that
he fails to give adequate attention to the significant
problems of the profession."l3
~----

In 1919, McClure surveyed fifteen university
professors of education as to what they thought the responsibilities of an elementary school principal should be.

lOFred A. Snyder and R. Duane Peterson, Dynamics of
Elementary School Administration (Boston: Houghton M1ffl1n
Company, 1970), p. 7.
11 Frank M. McMurry, Elementa~y School Standards
(New York: World Book Company, 1914), pp. 185-208.
1 2w. c. Reavis, "The Duties of the Supervising
Principal," Elementary School Journal, XIX (December, 1918),
277-84.
13 Roger A. Spencer, "The Work of the School
Principal in Supervision," Elementary School Journal, XX
(November, 1919), 176-87
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Supervision of instruction was ranked first, administrative
duties second, community leadership third, professional
studies fourth, and c·lerical work fifth.

In the same study

McClure surveyed forty-three Seattle principals regarding

-j

the amount of time they spent in each category.

Principals

!

spent a higher percentage of time on routine administrative
tasks than on supervisory duties.

In the majority of

schools and school systems, the principal had to work
without the assistance of an office clerk.

As McClure found,

the principal was so busy with clerical duties that consistent instructional supervision was impossible. 14
In 1923, Cubberly very carefully outlined schedules
for school principals to follow in order to reduce office
work and economize so that as much time as possible could
be spent supervising instruction.

Cubberly said,

The principal should at all times know what
his school is doing, be able to determine accurately
the efficiency of the instruction given in it, know
that the pupils are classified as they should be, be
able to give demonstration teaching, get real team
work out of teachers by coordinating their work, and
be able to approach the instructional problems of
his school with a degree of expertness which is based
only on the objective and quantitative testing of
results.l5
Cubberly continued to stress time management by
recommending deliberate planning, organization of ideas by

14worth McClure, "The Functions of the Elementary
School Principal," Elementary School Journal, XXI (March,
1921), 176-87.
(Boston:

l5Ellwood P. Cubberly, The Principal and His School
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1923), p. 43.
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jotting them down on cards or notebook, and devising a sense
\

1

of values and proportion in regard to the school business
organization. 16

Others who also stressed the importance of

time management and task analysis were such men as Frederick
--~

W. Taylor,

17

Robert Abbott, 18 and Earle Bennett, 19 but lack

'

of clerical help continued to prevent principals from
providing instructional leadership, 20
As more professionals became aware of the importance
of supervising instruction, full time clerical assistance
was provided for more and more principals.

By 1948, a study

by the National Education Association found that 15 percent
of the principals' time was spent on clerical duties and
24 percent on supervision. 21

Thus, the time spent on super-

vision, long considered the most important task of the

----

16rbid.
York:

17 Frederick W, Taylor, Scientific Management (New
Harper & Row, 1911), p. 11.

l8Robert B. Abbott, "Plan Your Work and Work Your
Plan," Ninth Yearbook of the Department of Elementary School
Principals (Wash~ngton, D. C.: National Education
Assoc~at~on, 1930), pp. 193-206.
19Earle D. Bennett, "Standardized Record Forms
Conserve the Principal's Time," Ninth Yearbook of the
Department of Elementary School Princ~pals (Wash~ngton,
D. C.: National Education Association, 1930), pp. 207-12.
20National Education Association, The Elementary
School Principalship - Today and Tomorrow, Thirty-seventh
Yearbook of the Department of Elementary School Principals
(Washington, D. C.: National Education Association, 1948),
pp. 54-68.
21 Ibid.
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principal, had increased.
Supervision of instruction was recognized as the

I

primary purpose of the school principal back in the
1920's. 22

j

-1
I

However, it was not until thirty years later that

this task began to be assumed by some school principals. 23
In the 1950's, some school principals began to
select instructional materials, develop curriculum, and in
general assume responsibility for the instructional program.
The school district office began to assume responsibility
for ordering supplies and the school principal for teacher
evaluation,

Many school principals, however, were still not

allowed to select staff for their schools. 24
In the 1950's and 1960's, school principals were
being provided with support personnel such as speech
therapists, psychologists, reading specialists, guidance
counselors, librarians, and general curriculum consultants.
Those specialists were being provided, if not on a full-time
basis, at least on a part-time basis.

In spite of full-time

clerical help and full or part-time support personnel, the
National Education Association reported in 1968 that
.educational administrators were not satisfied with the way
in which they spent most of their work time.

They saw

22cubberly, op. cit., pp. 37-53.
2 3The Elementary School Principalship, op. cit.,
pp. 105-18.
24Pharis and Zakariya, op. cit., pp. 56-8.
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themselves as spending too much time in clerical work,
routine administration, report writing, etc.;· they reported
too little time was spent on educational leadership, supervision, and curriculum development. 25

However, the admin-

istrators believed they did a better job in those areas in
which they should have spent their time. 26
Throughout the years, with Cubberly in the 1920's, 27
Campbell in the 1950's

28

and Edmonds in the 1970•s 29 the

administrative role of the school principal has been
perceived as important.

However, the primary function of

the school principal was perceived by these same men to be
that of instructional leader.

Despite the importance of the

administrative role of the principal, it has often been
difficult to relate the observable behavior of the administrative tasks or to detect the impact of administrative
action on "schooling."30

25 National Education Association, Elementary School
Principalship in 1968, Forty-seventh Yearbook of the
Department of Elementary School Pr~nc~pals (Wash~ngton,
D. C.: National Education Assoc~ation, 1969), pp. 69-77.
26Ibid., pp. 84-9.
27cubberly, op. cit., pp. 39-41.

_j

28Roald F. Campbell, "What Peculiarities in Educational Administration Make It a Special Case?" Administrative Theory in Education, ed., Andrew W. Halpin (Chicago:
Univers~ty of Ch~cago, 1958), p. 168.
29Ronald R. Edmonds, "Some Schools Work and More
Can," Social Policy, IX,No.S (March/April, 1979), 33-5.
30Henry Mintzberg, The Structuring of Organizations
.(Englewood Cliffs, N. J. : Prent~ce-Hall, Inc., 1979) , p. 12.
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Monahan indicated that because the educational
administrator as administrator has "less control over his
own fortunes than many other kinds of managers, he has
historically been eager to follow the patterns and styles
that seemed reasonably effective in industrial establishments,n3l

There has been no one theory of adminis-

tration or leadership for principals, but rather, there are
many theoretical models of educational administration and/or
supervision which are useful to the principal in the
performance of his/her leadership role. 32
Leadership
Leadership is a social function and cannot be
carried out by one person. 33
groups or organizations.

It is always expressed in

In school districts, Boards of

Education make policy, but it is the principal who makes it
happen.

Principals convert educational expenditures into

actions, policies into programs, and curriculum guides into
learning experiences for children.

The very nature of

leadership is policy implementation and decision making.
A Historical Perspective of Leadershi£
Dating as far back as 1929, Fayol stated that one of
3lwilliam G. Monahan, Theoretical Dimensions of
Educational Administration (New York: MacMillan Publishing
Co., Inc., 1975), p. 45.
32 Ibid.
33James MacGregor Burns, "Two Excerpts from Leadership," Educational Leadership, 36 (March, 1979), 381.
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the primary emphases of administration was to formulate
clear, distinct, precise decisions. 34

Fayol also stated

that the administrator cannot be competent on all matters
and so must base many of his decisions on the advice given
by his staff. 35
Knowledge of the decision making process not only
gives the administrator guides to action, but it also
enables him to account for what he can observe and provides
leads for research and new knowledge.

Gregg indicated that

"the decision making process is at the very heart of
administration."36
Barnard regarded the decision making process as the

-j

element of critical importance in all leadership.
stated,

He

''The ability to make decisions is the character-

istic of leaders I think most to be noted."37
Barnard wrote that "the strategic factor in the
dynamic expression of leadership is moral creativeness,
which precedes, but is in turn dependent upon, technological
proficiency and the development of techniques in relation to

34Henri Fayol, General and Industrial Management,
Constance Storrs, trans. (London, England: Sir Isaac P1tman
& Sons, LTD., 1949), p. 54.
35 Ibid., p. 73.
36 Russell T. Gregg, "The Administrative Process," in
Administrative Behavior in Education, F. Campbell and Russell
T. Gregg, eds. (New York: Harper & Row, 1957), p. 275.
37 chester I. Barnard, Organization and Management
(Massachusetts: Harvard Univers1ty Press, 1956), p. 94.
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it."38

Barnard also believed that decisions of responsible

individuals are made largely on the basis of a "sense of the
situation" involving elements of unconscious and nonintellectual reactions and habits below the level of

-1

abstractions. 39

'Experienced leaders, like experienced

physicians, are frequently able to diagnose conditions correctly, although unable quickly or even at all to formulate
intelligible reasons for their judgments." 40
Barnard also wrote that:
• . . much of our most effective behavior, such as
reflects vitality, decisiveness, and responsibility,
is largely matter-of-course, unconscious, responsive, and on the whole has to be to be effective.
Self-consciousness in these respects would at
least often check their force, speed; or accuracy.
Moreover, leaders, like others, are for the most
part unaware of their most effective faculties in
actual behavior, for they cannot see themselves as
others do.41
~--------------Gr-i-f-f-i-t.-hs-w-:r;ote-tha:t __''-all_o_ther_f_un_c_tions

'

of

administration can best be interpreted in terms of the
decision making process,

Decision making is becoming

generally recognized as the heart of organizations and the
process of organizations ."42 Griffiths further states that
decision making also includes the acts necessary to put the

38 chester L Barnard, The Functions of the Executive
(Massachusets: Harvard University Press, 1960), p. 288.
39Barnard, Organization and Management, op. cit.,

p. 34.
40 Ibid., p. 33.
York:

41 Ibid., p, 96.

42naniel E. Griffiths, Administrative Theory (New
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1959), p. 75.
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decision into operation and so "affect the course of an
organization.

The catalyst for these

act~

however, is the

leader of the organization."43
Study of Leadership
-j

Burns stated that leadership is relational,
collective, and purposeful.

"Leaders," Burns concluded, are

concerned with "inducing followers to act for certain goals
that represent a common or at least joint purpose.•• 4 4

Thus,

the study of leadership deals with social behavior.
According to Getzels and Guba, the process of educational leadership deals essentially with the conduct of
social behavior in a hierarchical setting. 45

Structurally,

educational administration is a series of superordinate-.
subordinate relationships within a social system.

Func-

_j

~--·---cionall.y;-tn_i_s-tri-exarchy-of---re-l-at±onsh±ps-i-s-the-1ocus-for___.___ _
'

allocating and integrating roles, personnel, and facilities
to achieve the goals of the system. 46

John Goodlad

described this process of educational administration/
lead~rship

as both a science and an art.

He said that

"science defines the properties, the principles, the laws

43 Ibid., p. 76.

44Burns, loc. cit.

45J. w. Getzels and E. G. Guba, "Social Behavior and
the Administrative Process," The School Review, LXX (Winter,
1957), 424-26.
46Jacob W. Getzels, "Administration As A Social
Process," in Administrative Theory in Education, Andrew
W. Halpin, ed.
(Ch~cago, Ill~no~s:
Un~vers~ty of Chicago,
1958), p. 151.
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governing certain materials and conditions to be encompassed
by human processes.

Art describes the aesthetic blending of

these materials and conditions through human creativity."47
Getzels and Guba, writing from a social systems

_j

theory perspective,conceived of the school as a social
system or institution with certain goals and expectations
that fulfill the goals of the system.

Within the system are

individuals with certain personalities and

need~dispositions,

whose interactions comprise what would generally be called
"social behavior."

There are two dimensions of activity

within a social system:

nomothetic or normative and

personal or idiographic.48
In the Getzels and Guba model,

(Figure 1) social

behavior results as the individual attempts to cope with an
environment composed of patterns of expectations for his
behavior in ways consistent with his own independent pattern
of needs.

The portions of role and personality factors

determining behavior vary with the specific act, the specific
role, and the specific personality involved.49
Getzels and Guba have identified three leadershipfellowship styles:

(1) the nomothetic which places emphasis

on the requirements of the institution,

{2) the idiographic,

which places emphasis on the individual, and (3) the transactional is intermediate between the other two,50 (Figure 2).
47John I. Goodlad, "On The Science and Art of
Teaching and Administration," The School Review, LXV
(Winter, 1957), 371.
48Getzels and Guba, lac. cit.
50Ibid., pp. 435-38.

49Ibid., p. 429.
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The most important subrunit of an institution is the
role.

Roles are the structural components defining the

behavior of individuals within an institution.

A role has

certain normative rights and duties, which may be termed

-j
'

"role expectations."

When the role incumbent puts these

rights and duties into effect, he is said to be performing
his role .. 51
According to Campbell, the role of the educational
administrator is a "special case."52

Many times some

members of the staff have had as much formal training as the
administrator,

The school administrator also finds that he

must accept all "idiosyncrasies" on the part of his

profes~

sional workers, because of tenure laws,5 3
Another aspect of leadership deals with what is
_,_

referred to as "Systems Theory."

Authorities in this area

most often cited are Taylor, Gulick, and Urwick. 5 4

Gulick

and Urwick described the functions of administrators and
developed POSDCORB, acronym for planning, organization,
staffing, directing, coordinating, reporting, and budgeting.
Attention was also given to concepts such as line and staff,
unity of command, span of control, centralization, and
decentralization,

55

Taylor was concerned with organizational

51 James M. Lipham and James A. Hoeh, Jr., The
Principalship: Foundation and Functions (New York-:--Harper
& Rowe, 1974).
52campbell, op. cit., pp. 166-85.
5 3 rbid., p. 178.
54 Robert G. Owens, Organizational Behavior in Schools
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall Inc., 1970), p. 9.
55Lipham and Hoeh, Jr., op. cit. pp. 22-3.
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structure, motivation, and efficiency.

Scientific manage-

ment utilizying analytical methods was his approach to
administration. 56
The social systems theory had another follower in

··~

Mary Parket Follet who was concerned with the human
relations approach.

Follett regarded coordination as the

underlying strategy for the effective organization.

57

Under

the rubric of social systems theory,Barnard used this
behavioral science approach in setting forth a theory of
cooperation and organization in formal organizations. 58
Simon also used the behavioral science approach
model.

He believed that the decision making process was the

most fruitful approach toward undertaking and improving
administration.59

Max Weber studied bureaucracy.

According

to Weber, bureaucracy is the ideal type of structured
---------

arrangement for accomplishing organizational purpose. 60
Knowledge of organization is another theory which is
essential if the school principal is to give leadership in
providing an effective organization. 61

The structure of the

56Taylor, op. cit., pp. 23-34.
57 Lipham and Hoeh, Jr., op. cit., pp. 23-4.
58Barnard, The Functions of the Executive, op. cit.,
pp. 96-113.
59Lipham and Hoeh, Jr., op. cit., p. 26.
60 Max Weber, "Bureaucracy," in Organizations, Joseph
A. Litterer, ed. (New York: Wiley, 1959), p. 173.
6 1Lipham and Hoeh, Jr., op. cit., p. 7.
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organization usually consists of three levels, with the
principal at the managerial level.6 2
The institutional level comprises the community and
the school system.

The managerial level controls or admin-

isters the technical sub-organization in terms of the task
to be performed, personnel to be employed, purchasing
policy, and so on, in the traditional hierarchical sense of
organizational interactions.

As Guba has observed, "The

major function of the principal is to elicit human behavior
consistent with and tending to fulfill certain goals." 63
Moyle also studied leader behavior.
he concluded:

In his studies

"It would appear that knowledge of several

theoretical frameworks

leadership theory, decision theory,

group dynamics theory, and small group theory would enhance
- , - - ___ _p_Eincipals' performance of _!heir_l:_eadership responsi:_ ___________
bilities."64
Effective Schools
Educational Administration models have described
what a good manager should do to provide leadership in his/
her organization.

A review of the literature and research

provides models that describe how certain management acts
become translated into concrete activities which help

62

Ibid., p. 91.

63Lipham, op. cit., p. 94.

64colin R. J. Moyle, "Principal Leader Behavior and
Shared Decision Making," The Journal of Educational
Administration, XVII (May, 1979), 49.
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youngsters succeed in school.
Much recent research in education has focused on
locating and examining successful schools.

However, earlier

research studies by Hemphill and associates, 65 and by Gross
and Herriott, 66 predicted most of the current findings from
the successful schools research.
The School Principal
Hemphill and associates found a relationship between
principal leadership and student achievement.

The image of

an effective principal that emerged from this study was that
of a decisive, hard working individual, one who kept in
close contact with people and who acted as an information
center. 67
The Gross and Herriott study used an indicator of
Executive Professional Leaders-fi.Tp-(EPLY and-examined-1:5ot:n:-------the factors promoting this form of leadership and its impact
on school effectiveness.

The key to Gross and Herriott's

conception of leadership was the idea that the effective
principal continually attempts to improve the quality of his
or her staff's performance.

This involved demonstrating a

65J. K. Hemphill, D. E. Griffiths, and N.
Frederiksen, Administrative Performance and Personality
(New York: Teachers College, Columbia University, 1962),
pp. 3-24.
66 N. Gross and R. E. Herriott, Staff Leadership in
Public Schools: A Sociological Inquiry (New York: Wiley,
1965), p. 5.
67Hemphill, op. cit., p. 36.
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high concern for instruction, supporting staff development,
and discussing work with teachers.

A central finding was

l

that leaders with high EPL increased teacher morale and

1

performance, thereby increasing student achievement (as
assessed by teachers).

The study also examined some of the

sources of EPL in principals.

Personal factors such as

professional commitment (but not training) proved to be
important, as did the level of support from superiors and
the EPL of the principal's immediate supervisor.

The image

of the principal which emerged from this study was of an
individual who encouraged and supported the teaching staff
rather than directed them, and one who strongly emphasized
effective performance. 68
Recent studies of effective schools and successful
principals mirror the findings of Hemphill, et al., and
Gross and Herriott.

Studies by Edmonds, 69 Weber,70

Madden, 71 and Brookover and Lezotte 72 indicated that the
managerial behavior of school principals is important to
school effectiveness.
Edmonds found that the effective school varied

68Gross and Herriott, op. cit., pp. 12-18.
69R. Edmonds, "Effective Schools for the Urban
Poor," Educational Leadership, 37 (October, 1979), 20-21.
70 Weer,
b
.
2
op. c1t.,
p .•

7l Ma dd en, op. c1t.,
.
6
p .•

72w. B. Brookover and L. w. Lezotte, Changes in
School Characteristics Coincident with Changes 1n Student
Achievement (Lansing, Michigan: Michigan State University,
College of Urban Development, 1977), pp. 4-26.
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. widely in racial composite, per-pupil expenditure, and other
presumed determinants of school quality.

He found that the

most tangible and indispensable characteristics of effective
schools were:

I

-l

----:--·-.

1.

They have strong administrative leadership without
which the disparate elements of good schooling can
neither be brought together nor kept together;

2.

Schools that are instructionally effective for poor
children have a climate of expectation in which no
children are permitted to fall below minimum but
efficacious levels of achievement;

3.

The school's atmosphere is orderly without being
rigid, quiet without being oppressive, and generally
conducive to the instructional business at hand;

4,

Effective schools get that way partly by making it
clear that pupil acquisition of basic school skills
takes precedence over all other school activities;

5.

When necessary, school energy and resources can be
diverted from other business in furtherance of the
fundamental objectives;
some meansny wnicn pU:piT progres-s--must be frequently monitored.
Some means must
exist in the school by which the principal and the
teachers remain constantly aware of pupil progress
in relationship to instructional objectives.73

---15;---TFiere---mus~oe

Student Achievement
Weber's study in 1971 focused on the characteristics
of four inner-city schools in which reading achievement of
poor children was clearly successful on the basis of
national norms. 74

All four schools had strong leadership in

that their principal was instrumental in:
tone of the school,

(1) setting the

(2) helping decide on instructional

73Edmonds, loc. cit.

74weber, G., op. cit., p. 2.

37
strategies, and (3) organizing and distributing the schools'
resources.

All four schools had high expectations for all

of their students.

All four schools were quiet, orderly,

and maintained a pleasant environment.

All four schools

emphasized student learning of the basic skills and carefully monitored student progress.75
In 1974, some of Weber's major findings were
confirmed by the State of New York's Office of Education
Performance Review. 76

They reported the following findings;

1.

The difference in student performance in these
schools seemed to be attributed to factors under
the _schools' control;

2.

Administrative behavior, policies, and practices
in the schools appeared to have a significant
impact on school effectiveness;

The more effective inner-city school was led by an
~!.' ____________________ between
administrative team that provided a good balance
both management and instructional skills;
·
and,

-

3,

4.

The administrative team in the more effective
school had developed a plan for dealing with the
reading problem and had implemented the plan
throughout the school.77
In 1973, the California Legislature mandated the

State Department of Education to study the public schools
and school effectiveness.

Madden, et al., studied twenty-

one pairs of California elementary public schools, matched

75 Ibid.
76 state of New York, Office of Education Performance
Review, School Factors Influencing Reading Achievement: A
Case Study of Two Inner City Schools.' (March, 1974), p. 1.
77Ibid., pp. 2-4.

38

on the basis of pupil characteristics and differing only on
the basis of student performance on achievement measures.78
Each pair was chosen so that one member of the pair was from
a school whose sixth grade students had scored higher than
was predicted on the basis of the characteristics of the
students in attendance..

Within the same pair 1 the students

from the second school scored far lower than had been
predicted. 7 9
Findings of the report were:
L
Principals in higher achieving schools reported
having much more experience and generally being more
satisfied with their position as school principal.
Principals in higher achieving schools were assessed by the
teachers in those schools as having more influence over
curriculum development and hiring policies.
Teachers also
rated their principals higher on both general performance
standards and specific standards of helpfulness and
support.80

,

2.

In general, teachers at higher achieving schools
on ·t:ne wnole-t:o- b-e-1-es·s-than-the-------influence perceived by faculty at lower achieving schools.
Teachers at higher achieving schools reported being more
satisfied with various aspects of school than were teachers
at lower achieving schools. Teachers at higher achieving
schools also reported placing more emphasis on students'·
academic performance in reading and mathematics. The
presence of a well defined agreement and understanding
between teachers and principals regarding the locus of
responsibility and authority at higher achieving schools was
also noted.81

~--·---perceived-t:nen:·-nrfluence
1

In 1977, Brookover and Lezotte published a study of
.. ,

eight schools which showed consistent pupil performance for

78J. v. Madden, et al., California School Effectiveness Study (Sacramento, California: Office of Program
Evaluation and Research, California State Department of
Education, 1977), p. 5.
79 Ibid.

80Ibid. , p. 6.

81Ibid., pp. 7-8.
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a period of seven years.B2

The schools were visited by

trained interviewers who conducted interviews and administered questionnaires.

The findings of the study were:

1. The improving schools are clearly different from
the declining schools in the emphasis their staff places on
the accomplishment of the basic reading and mathematics
objectives. The improving schools accept and emphasize
importance of these goals and objectives while declining
schools give much less emphasis to such goals and do not
specify them as fundamental.
2. There is a c1ear contrast in the evaluations
that teachers and principals make of the students in the
improving and declining schools. The staffs of the
improving schools tend to believe that all of their students
can master the basic objectives; and furthermore, the
teachers perceive that the principal shares this belief.
They tend to report higher and increasing levels of student
ability, while the declining school teachers project the
belief that students• ability levels are low, and therefore,
they cannot master even these objectives.
3. The staff members of the improving schools hold
decidedly higher and apparently increasing levels of
expectations with regard to the educational accomplishments
__oi__their students.
In contrast, staff members of the _
declining schools are much less likely to believe that their
students will complete high school or college.
4.
In contrast to the declining schools, the
teachers and principals of the improving schools are much
more likely to assume responsibility for teaching the basic
reading and mathematics skills and are much more committed
to doing so.
The staffs of the declining schools feel there
is not much that teachers can do to influence the achievement of their students. They tend to displace the responsibility for skill learning on the parents or the students
themselves,
5, Since the teachers in the declining schools
believe that there is little they can do to influence basic
skill learning, it follows they spend less time in direct
reading instruction than do teachers in the improving
schools. With the greater emphasis on reading and mathematics objectives in the improving schools, the staffs in
these schools devote a much greater amount of time toward

82Brookover and Lezotte, op. cit., p, 4.
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achieving reading and mathematics objectives.

_j

6. There seems to be a clear difference in the
principal's role in the improving and declining schools.
In the improving schools, the principal is more likely to be
an instructional leader, more assertive in his/her institutional leadership role, more of a disciplinarian, and
perhaps, most of all, assumes responsibility for the
evaluation of the achievement of basic objectives. The
principals in the declining schools appear to be permissive
and to emphasize informal and collegial relationships with
the teachers. They put more emphasis on general public
relations and less emphasis upon evaluation of the school's
effectiveness in providing a basic education for the
students.
7. The improving school staffs appear to show a
greater degree of acceptance of the concept of accountability and are further along in the development of an
accountability model.

--- l

8, Generally, teachers in the improving schools are
less satisfied than the staffs in the declining schools.
The higher levels of reported staff satisfaction and morale
in the declining schools seem to reflect a pattern of
complacency and satisfaction with the current levels of
educational attainment. On the other hand, the improving
school staff members appear more likely to experience some
__tension _E_I1_9_ dissatisfaction with the existing_ condition.
9.
Differences in the level of parent involvement in
the improving and declining schools are not clear cut.83
School Climate
Michael Rutter, and others, conducted a longitudinal
study of effective schools from 1970-1974.84

They followed

a group of children from primary school to secondary school.
Their study clearly indicated that the main source of
variation between schools in the effects on the children

S3rbid., pp. 70-82.
8 4Michael Rutter, et al., Fifteen Thousand Hours
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard Un~vers~ty Press, 1979),
pp. 1-21.
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does not lie in factors such as buildings or resources.
Rather, the crucial difference seemed to concern aspects of
school life organization, or what they refer to as a
"positive ethos." 85

_j
!

Rutter's "positive ethos" refers to a positive
attitude by teachers toward young people and a positive
attitude toward learning.

The research concluded that it

takes strong, positive leadership to promote and support
this "positive ethos."

The implication from this research

was that schools can do much to foster good behavior and
attainments, and that even in disadvantaged areas, schools
can be a force for the good.86
School Characteristics
Austin examined research regarding exemplary schools

for a school being classified as exceptional.

There are,

however, several characteristics which are consistently
found in these schools.

These characteristics are related

to mean school achievement. 8 7
A school that performs in unusually successful ways
has a principal or leader who is an exceptional person.

The

second characteristic is that the levels of expectations for
the children held by the principal and the teachers were

85rbid., p. 18.

86rbid., p. 205.

87Gilbert R. Austin, "Exemplary Schools and the
Search for Effectiveness," Educational Leadership, 37
(October, 1979), 10-12.
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unusually high, and the children tended to rise to these
expectations in their performance levels.

The third finding

was that the major reasons why a school was identified as
performing above expectation or below are most pronounced
_j

in the early grades of school; and, fourth, the individual
characteristics of principal, teachers, schools, neighborhoods, and home influence a pupil's achievement far more
than particular instructional models. 88
Literature and research reviewed by Mackenzie, 89
and Leithwood and Montgomery 9 0 reflect earlier studies of
school effectiveness.

Mackenzie's synthesis of research on

effective schools studied 142 reviews and concluded that,

-]

The amount of agreement on the principql factors
in school effectiveness is so striking that the
question of what is important in school effectiveness
may now be less significant than the question of
---'----·-- ___what_can_b_e-JChang_e_d_f_or__t_b~eas t....Q.os t and the most
results, We know what we need to do to teach
effectivelt. There is much less clarity about how
to do it.9
The principal factors which Hackenzie refers to are:
1. High and uniform standards of academic
achievement.
2. Teacher attitudes are more important than
teacher attributes.

88Ibid.
8 9 oonald E. Mackenzie, "Research for School
Improvement: An Appraisal of Some Recent Trends,"
Educational Researcher, 12 (April, 1983), 5-17.
9 °K. A. Leithwood and D. J. Montgomery, "The Role
of the Elementary School Principal in Program Improvement,"
Review of Educational Research, 52 (Fall, 1982), 309-39.
91Mackenzie, loc. cit.
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3.

Time on task.

4. Educational leaders can foster and sustain
academic achievement in schools.92
Mackenzie has clustered his synthesis of school
effectiveness research along three dimensions:
Leadership
Core Elements
Positive climate and overall atmosphere
Goal-focused activities toward clear, attainable and relevant objectives
Teacher-directed classroom management and
decision-making
In-service staff training for effective
teaching
Facilitating Elements
Shared consensus on values and goals
Stability and continuity of key staff
District-level support for school improvement
Efficacy
Core Elements
H1gh and positive achievement expectations with
---'------ _______________<L__g_onstant p_1:esE; for excellence
Visible rewards foracademic excellence and
growth
Cooperative activity and group interaction in
the classroom
Total staff involvement with school improvement
Autonomy and flexibility to implement adaptive
practices
Appropriate levels of difficulty of learning
tasks
Teacher empathy, rapport, and personal
interaction with students
Facilitating Elements
Emphas1s on homework and study
Positive accountability; acceptance of responsibility for learning outcomes
Strategies to avoid nonpromotion of students
Deemphasis of strict ability grouping;
interaction with more accomplished peers

92 Ibid., pp, 5-7.
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Efficiency
Core Elements
Effective use of instruction time; amount
and intensity of engagement in school
learning
Orderly and disciplined school and classroom
environments
Continuous diagnosis, evaluation, and feedback
Well-structured classroom activities
Instruction guided by content coverage
Schoolwide emphasis on basic and higher order
skills
Facilitating Elements
Opportun~t~es for individualized work
Number and variety of opportunities to learn 93
Mackenzie stresses that the dimensions of leadership,
efficacy, and efficiency should each be viewed in their
totality as one aspect within the dynamic constellation of a
school.94

Gersten, Carnine, and Gree:n emphasize that:

"school leadership is not a mystical attribute but a set of
attitudes, activities, and behaviors."95
------"---··

Leithwood and Montgomery assessedtnesta"fus o f - - - - · - - · - knowledge about effective and ineffective principal
behaviors.

Their study supports previous studies which

identified the effective school as one with a strong,
positive, educational leader.

''In sum, effective principals

are able to define priorities focused on the central mission
of the school and gain support for these priorities from all
stakeholders." 9 6

93Ibid.

94 Ibid., p. 8.

95R. Gersten, D. Carnine, and S. Green, ''The
Principal as Instructional Leader: A Second Look,"
Educational Leadership, 40 (March, 1982), 47,.50.
96K. A. Leithwood and D. J, Montgomery, op. cit,,
pp. 334-35.
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Thus, it is evident from the literature and research
that the behavior of a school leader or principal in a
school is an important factor related to academic achievement of students.

Leadership behavior has an effect which

can lead to high or low student performance.
Summary
The literature and research related to leadership,
leadership behavior, and student achievement were reviewed
and reported in this chapter.

It was emphasized that the

role of the principal has changed dramatically within the
last two decades.

It was also noted that an effective

leader must have a working knowledge of the theoretical
bases of leadership theory.

The last section of the chapter

_ _______w_a_s_d_e_vo_t_e_d_t~ __e_f_f_e_c_t_i_v_e
__s_choo_l_s_a_l1~t_h_e__ role
1

of the leCid_e_r_ _

or school principal in the determination of the

effec~

tiveness of a school,
The procedures and methodology used in this research
study are reported in the next chapter.

The findings are

reported in Chapter 4, and the summary, conclusions, and
recommendations are reported in Chapter 5;
·-·.

Chapter 3
PROCEDURES AND METHODOLOGY
-~

A description of the study and the procedures

under~

taken to accomplish this task are presented in this chapter.
The methods of analyzing the data collected in the study are
also described.
Description of the Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate the
perceived leadership behayior of principals at selected
California public elementary schools with a high Hispanic
student population.
------"-------

Two groups of schools were selected for

-corilpar-i-Son:----tfiose Wi tll"llig:n-score--s-on ---t:n:e SiXt:li

gra-de-~~~-~

California Assessment Program test of reading achievement,
and those with low scores on the same test.
Hypotheses of the Study
The study was based on the following null hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1.

There is no significant difference

between principals at high or low achieving schools in the
perceived leadership behavior of Representation as measured
by the LBDQ-Form XII.
Hypothesis 2.

There is no significant difference

between principals at high or low achieving schools in the
perceived leadership behavior of Demand Reconciliation
46
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as measured by the LBDQ-Form XII.
Hypothesis 3.

There is no significant difference

between principals at high or low achieving schools in the
perceived leadership behavior of Tolerance of Uncertainty as
measured by the LBDQ-Form XII.
Hypothesis 4.

There is no significant difference

between principals at high or low achieving schools in the
perceived leadership behavior of Persuasiveness as measured
by the LBDQ-Form XII.
Hypothesis 5.

There is no significant difference

between principals at high or low achieving schools in the
perceived leadership behavior of Initiation of Structure as
measured by the LBDQ-Form XII.

j

Hypothesis 6.

There is no significant difference

i

between principals at high or low achieving schools in the
-----------------------------------

--

----------------.--

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -----------------

perceived leadership behavior of Tolerance of Freedom as
measured by the LBDQ-Form XII.
Hypothesis 7.

There is no significant difference

between principals at high or low achieving schools in the
perceived leadership behavior of Role Assumption as measured
by the LBDQ-Form XII.
Hypothesis B.

There is no significant difference

between principals at high or low achieving schools in the
perceived leadership behavior of Consideration as measured
by the LBDQ-Form XII.
Hypothesis 9.

There is no significant difference

between principals at high or low achieving schools in the
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perceived leadership behavior of Production Emphasis as
measured by the LBDQ-Form XII.
Hypothesis 10.

There is no significant difference

between principals at high or low achieving schools in the
perceived leadership behavior of Predictive Accuracy as
measured by the LBDQ-Form XII.
Hypothesis 11.

There is no significant difference

between principals at high or low achieving schools in the
perceived leadership behavior of Integration as measured by
the LBDQ-Form XII.
Hypothesis 12.

There is no significant difference

between principals at high or low achieving schools in the
- 1

-~

perceived leadership behavior of Superior Orientation as
measured by the LBDQ-Form XII.
In addition to these hypotheses, the study attempted

'

~---

------too-deioermi-ne--i-f--the~e-was-any--di-fference-in_the p_er_c_e_J;Lt_i_OJl________ _
of leadership behavior by role (principals, teachers, and
certificated central office employees).

The level of

statistical significance for all analyses was set at .05.
Procedures
Population
The population for this study was composed of
California public elementary schools meeting the criteria
presented in the description of the study.

Also included in

the sample were all certificated employees (teachers) teaching in these schools on a full-time basis, the school
principal, and a central office certificated employee knowing the school principal.

(See Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4.)
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Table 1
Sex Distribution of Respondents
Teachers
Male
Female

15
79

Principals Central Office
7
1

7
1

Table 2
Age Distribution of Respondents
Teachers
Under 25
Between 26-34
Between 35-44
Between 45-54
Over 55

Years
Years
Years
Years
Years

4
17
35
26
12

Principals Central Office
0
0
2
4
2

0
0
0
4
4

Table 3
Distribution of Total Years Experience of Respondents
Experience
as a
Teacher
Between
Between
Between
Between
Over 20

1-4
5-9
10-14
15-19

Years
Years
Years
Years
Years

11
13
17
29
24

Experience
Experience
as a
Central Office
as a
Employee
Principal
0
0
2
0
1
3
2
1
1
6

Table 4
Distribution of Site Experience of Respondents
Teachers
Under 2
Between 2-5
Between 6-10
Between 11-20

Years
Years
Years
Years

22
21
18
33

Principals Central Office
0
5
3
0

0
1

1
6

~---

---
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Selection of the Sample
The sample group utilized in this study consisted of
eight elementary school principals, eight central office
employees, and ninety-four classroom teachers.

There were

actually ninety-seven classroom teachers involved in the
study, but three questionnaires had to be discarded due to
incomplete responses.
Criteria for school selection were:

-,

---'--~------

1.

Hispanic student population of 30 percent or
above, and

2.

California Assessment program sixth grade
reading achievement scores at the 75th
percentile or above, or

3.

California Assessment Program sixth grade
reading achievement scores at the 25th
percentile or below.

Twenty public elementary schools in California were

identified as meeting the criteria for this study in the
high reading achievement group.
public elementary schools in

Five-hundred~fifty~eight

California were identified as

meeting the criteria for this study in the low achieving
group.
The researcher attempted to study a sample of ten
high achieving and ten low achieving schools.

All super-

intendents of the districts with high scoring schools were
sent letters requesting their participation in the study,
but only four agreed to participate.
were then matched to the

Low achieving schools

participating high

s~oring

schools.

In several instances, more than one low achieving district
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superintendent had to be contacted before a final match
could be made.
The four high achieving and four low achieving
schools were matched as closely as possible in the following

~

'

areas:
250~610.

1..

Range of student population,

2.

Hispanic student population of

3,

Similar

4.

Limited English proficient student population
similar within five students at the sixth grade
level.

5,

Number of sixth grade students taking the
California Assessment Program reading
achievement test.

socio~economic

30~68

percent.

status.

Methodology

~------

The district superintendent of each selected school

was sent an introductory letter requesting permission to
contact the specific school principal (see Appendix A,
page 126) .

A return form letter was included to facilitate

the response from the superintendent (see Appendix B, page
127) . After receiving permission from the superintendent,
the school principal was contacted by telephone and given
information regarding the study.

The principal was

requ~~ted

to permit the researcher to administer the questionnaire
during a staff gathering at an appointed time and place.
Because of contract and/or time constraints, a group meeting
was conducted at only two schools.

The remaining six

schools were mailed the questionnaires along with stamped,
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self-addressed envelopes.

After receipt of the question-

naires by the researcher, a letter of appreciation was sent
to the school principal (see Appendix c,·page 128).
Questionnaires were mailed to the school principals.
They were also mailed to the district superintendent with a
letter requesting that it be answered by a central office
certificated employee who knows the principal.

Stamped

self-addressed envelopes were attached to each questionnaire.
Instrument Used
The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form
XII

(see Appendix D, page 129), developed by Ralph M.

Stogdill, 1 was the instrument used to assess the leadership
behavior of the school site administrators.

The LBDQ-

Form XII has been used extensively in this country and in
----

---Canada.

--n::

consis'Es or-ro 0 quest:ion-s-wi-th-twe-lve-subsca-J:-es,------

each measuring a dimension of leadership behavior.

Both

theory and research suggest that the factors assessed in the
LBDQ-Form XII are involved in leadership behavior, although
not equally in all situations, 2
Evidence exists to support the internal consistency,
inter-rater reliability, and the test-retest reliability of
the LBDQ-Form XII scales.

The manual presents internal

1 Ralph M. Stogdill, Manual for the Leader Behavior

Description Questionnaire--Form XII (Columbus, Ohio:
The Oh1o State university, 1963), pp. 1-14.
York:

2 Ralph M. Stogdill, Handbook of Leadership (New
The Free Press, 1974), pp. 38-351.
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consistency coefficients that range from . 38 to • 91.

Most

of these coefficients are in the .70s and .80s demonstrating
good internal consistency. 3

The following patterns of

behavior make up the questionnaire:
1.

Representation - speaks· and acts as representat1ve of the group.

2.

Demand Reconciliation - reconciles conflicting
organ1zat1onal demands and reduces disorder to
the system.

3.

Tolerance of Uncertainty - is able to tolerate
uncertainty and postponement without anxiety or
upset.

4.

Persuasiveness - uses persuasion and argument
effectively; exhibits strong convictions.

5.

Initiation of Structure - clearly defines own
role and lets followers know what is expected.

6.

Tolerance of Freedom - allows followers scope
for initiative, decision, and action.

__i ____________7_.__ Role_Ass_ump_tion_..__ac_tiYe.ly__exer_ci_s_e_s__le_ader_s_hip__________ _

1
'

role rather than surrend·ering leadership to
others.

I

8.

Consideration - regards the comfort, well-being.
status, and contribution of followers.

9.

Production Emphasis - applies pressure for
productive output.

10.

Predictive Accuracy - exhibits foresight and
ab1l1ty to predict outcomes accurately.

11.

Integration - maintains a closely knit organization; resolves inter-member conflict.

12.

Superior Orientation - maintains cordial
relations with superiors; has influence with
them; is striving for higher status.4

3oscar Krisen Bures, The Eighth Mental Measurements
Yearbook, II (Highland Park, N.J.: The Gryphon Press,
1978)' 1173-5.
4stogdill, Manual for the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII, op. cit., p. 3.
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Analyses of the Data
The entire sample of this study responded to 100
questions on a four-page questionnaire.

The data gathered

were then keypunched on cards and processed at the Computer
Center at the University of the Pacific in Stockton,
California.
To discover how the high and low achievement groups
compared regarding their perceptions of the leadership
behavior of the principal, the mean value for each group was
calculated.

The significance of differences between means

of groups by achievement level was calculated by a two-way
analysis of variance at the .05 level of significance.
The mean value for each role (principal, teacher,
and certificated central office employee) was then calcu--------

lated for all high and low achieving respondent groups.
The significance of differences between means of groups by
role was calculated using a two-way analysis of variance at
the .05 level of significance.

An analysis of variance was

also calculated to identify a possible interaction between
achievement level and role.
An analysis of variance was calculated for each
group by sex, age, years of experience, and years of site
experience.

The data were then summarized and each factor

was compared to determine the significance of differences
between and among variables.

The analysis of variance was

calculated at the .05 level of significance.
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Summary
The description of the study, the procedures of the
study, and the methodology were presented in this chapter.
_j

This study was undertaken to investigate the perceived
leadership behavior of school principals at selected
California public elementary schools with a high Hispanic
student population and high or low sixth grade reading
achievement scores.

The schools selected for this study

were identified by .the California Assessment Program as
scoring at the 75th percentile or above and at the 25th
percentile or below.

The schools specifically selected were

matched for range of student population, range of Hispanic
student population, socio-economic status, and numbers of
limited English proficient students taking the California

J

~-------

.

Assessment Program reading achievement test.

The Leader

Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII was administered
to the selected population in a group situation or was
mailed to the respondents by the researcher.

The data were

then keypunched and processed at the University of the
Pacific Computer Center.
The findings will appear in Chapter 4.

The summary,

conclusions, and recommendations will be presented in
Chapter 5.

Chapter 4
FINDINGS
The primary purpose of this study was to investigate
the perception of leadership behavior of school principals
in selected California public elementary schools which have
high Hispanic student enrollments.
were selected for comparison:

Two groups of schools

those with high scores on a

sixth grade test of reading achievement and those with low
scores on the same test.

i

-1

There were four low achieving and

four high achieving schools selected.

Leadership behavior

was measured by means of the Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire-Form XII by Ralph M. Stogdill. 1

The leader-

-~--------snip a·imens ions-s 'Eudl.ed-were-t:h_e_f_o_lJ_-ow±rrg·:-Repres·errtab:-on-,-------

Demand Reconciliation, Tolerance of Uncertainty, Persuasiveness, Initiation of Structure, Tolerance of Freedom, Role
Assumption, Consideration, Production Emphasis, Predictive
Accuracy, Integration, and Superior Orientation. 2
This study attempted to determine if there were
significant

dif~erences

between the perceptions of personnel

at the high and low achieving schools concerning the leadership behavior of the school principal.

The study also

lRalph M. Stogdill, Manual for the Leader Behavior
Description Questionnaire-Form XII, pp. 1-14.
2Ibid.
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attempted to determine if there were significant differences,
by role (principal, teacher, central.office employee), in the
perception of the leadership behavior of the principal.

The

.05 level of significance was adopted for all statistical
tests.
The data reported in this chapter are organized into
three sections:

description of the sample, research hypo-

theses and summary.

Each hypothesis is followed by a

descriptive table.
Description of the Sample
There was a total of 113 responses to the questionnaire.

Three of them, however,were discarded because they

were incomplete,leaving a total of 110 cases.

There were

ninety-four teachers, eight principals, and eight certificated central office employees.
Teachers
There was a total of ninety-four teachers, fifteen
males and seventy-nine females.

Age distributions for

teachers ranged from under twenty-five to over fifty-five
years.

The median for age of teachers in the sample was

thirty-five years.

Teaching experience ranged from one year

to over twenty years.

The median was seventeen years.

The

range of teaching experience at the school site was from
under two years to over ten years, and the median was five
years.
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Principals
There was a total of eight principals who were
participants in the study.
female.

There were seven males and one

Age distribution of the principals was from thirty-

five years to over fifty-five years.
forty-five years.

The median age was

Total years of administrative experience

ranged from five years to over twenty years.
twelve years.

The median was

Range of administrative experience at the

school site was from two to ten years.

The median number of

years of site experience was five.
Central Office Employees
There were eight certificated central office
employees knowing the principals involved in the study.
--'--

There were seven males and one female.

~~----------

Age distribution of

certificated central office employees ranged from forty-five
years to over fifty-five years.
was fifty-four years,

Median of age distribution

Total number of years of administra-

tive experience of central office employees ranged from ten
years to over twenty years.

Median was at twenty years.

Number of years the central office employee had known the
principal rang,ed from under two years to twenty years.
Median number of years was eleven.
Research Hypotheses
For all hypotheses a two-way analysis of variance
was performed.

Responses were compared by achievement level

59
(high or low scoring) and by role (principal, teacher, certificated central office employee).

The results of these

ANOVAs are presented in this section for the .05 level of
significance.

-1
Hypothesis 1
The null hypothesis was:
There is no significant difference between
principals at high or low achieving schools in the
perceived leadership behavior of Representation as
measured by the Leader Behavior Descr1pt1on Questionnaire-Form XII. For the purpose of this study,
Representation was defined as, "behavior of the principal when he/she speaks and acts as the representative
of the group. "3
A two-way analysis of variance by achievement level
and role determined that there was a significant difference
between perceptions of the high and low achieving schools

Representation.

Principals at the low achieving schools were

rated significantly higher than principals at the high
achieving schools on this dimension of leadership.

Table 5

reports these findings.
There was also a ·significant interaction effect
between achievement level and role.

Central office employees

at the low achieving schools rated principals significantly
higher on this leadership dimension than either central
office employees at high achieving schools or teachers and
principals at low and high achieving schools.

The
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Table 5
Analysis of Variance Summary Relationship
Between Achievement Groups and Role on
LBDQ-Form XII Subtest, Representation

Source of
Variation

Sum of
Squares

DF

Square

ACHLEVEL

1. 584

1

4.536

4.536

0.036*

ROLE

1. 767

2

0.884

2.530

0.085

1.102

3.155

0.047*

~1ean

F

p

Two-Way Interaction
ACH + ROLE

2.204

RESIDUAL

36.320

104

0.349

Multiple Classification Analysis
V-a-r-iablce-+-ea-tegory---------N------ --Mean----------------ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL
1 Low Achievement

55

2.17

2 High Achievement

55

1. 93

llO

2.05

3 Total Group

*Significant at the .05 level.
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significant difference between scores is shown in Figure 3.
The difference between role means at the low achieving
schools was not the same as the difference between role means
at the high achieving schools.
An analysis of variance with regard to the main

effects of role found that principals, teachers, and central
office employees did not differ significantly in their perceptions with regard to leadership behavior of Representation.
Ancillary investigations to determine the relationship of sex,
age, years of experience, and years of site experience, and
principal behavior of Representation found no significant

J

differences between these group variables.

The.se data are

reported in Table 6.
In summary, the hypothesis of no significant difference between principals at high or low achieving schools in
the perceived leadership behavior of Representation was not
accepted.

The low achieving schools rated principals signifi-

cantly higher than high achieving schools on this dimension
of leadership.

However, there were no significant differ-

ences between principals, teachers, or central office
employees with regard to their perceptions of principals and
leadership behavior of Representation.

Furthermore, there

were no significant differences between respondents when
grouped by age, sex, years of experience, or years of site
experience.

There was a significant interaction effect

between achievement level and role.

Central office employees

at the low achieving schools rated principals significantly

3.00-

-

Low

2.502.25Low
Achieving
High
Achieving

2.16

1. 70

2.75

2.00
Principals

1. 50
Teachers

1. 50
Central
Office

2.001. 751.50-

~

High

1. 251.00Principals

Figure 3.

Teachers

Central
Office

Cell meanslof interaction ACHLEVEL X ROLE.
Significant interaction effect.
I

...,0'1
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Table 6

'

'
'

Sex, Age, Years Experience,
Years Site Experience,
and Representation

Source

ss

df

MS

F Ratio

p

Sex of Respondents
Between Groups
Within Groups

1. 633

1

1. 633

652.469

106

6.155

0.265

0.6076

NS

1. 621

0.1745

NS

1.256

0.2919

NS

0.564

0.6401

NS

Age of Respondents
Between Groups
Within Groups

2.435

4

0.609

39.440

105

0.376

Years
Between Groups
Within Groups

of~xperience

1. 913

4

0.478

39.962

105

0.381

Years of Site Experience
Between Groups
Within Groups

0.658

3

o,219

41. 217

106

0.389
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higher on this leadership dimension than either central
office employees at the high achieving schools or teachers
and principals at high and low achieving schools.
Hypothesis 2
The null hypothesis was:
There is no significant difference between principals at high or low achieving schools in the perceived
leadership dimension of Demand Reconciliation as
measured by the Leader Behav1or Descr1ption Questionnaire-Form XII. For the purpose of this study, Demand
Reconciliation was defined as, "behavior of the principal when he/she reconciles conflicting demands and
reduces disorder to the system."4
A

two~way

analysis of variance by achievement level

and role determined that there was no significant difference
between perceptions of the high and low achieving schools
with regard to the principals' leadership behavior of Demand
_____'! _ _ _

Reconciliation.

There was no significant interaction effect

between achievement level and role.

These findings are

presented in Table 7.
There is little or no evidence to suggest that
principals, teachers, or certificated central office
employees differ in their perceptions of the principal with
regard to the principal's role when he/she reconciles conflicting demands and reduces disorder to t4e system.
-~

Differences in perception were not enough to document.
Further analyses to determine relationship between age, sex,
years of experience, and years of site experience, and

4Ibid.
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Table 7
Analysis of Variance Summary Relationship Between
Achievement Groups and Role on LBDQ-Form XII
Subtest, Demand Reconciliation

Source of
Variation

of
Squares

DF

Mean
Square

ACHLEVEL

0.052

1

0.052

0.249

0.619

ROLE

0.020

2

0.010

0.048

0.953

0.051

2

0.026

0.021

0.886

21.856

104

0.210

Sum

F

p

Two-Way Interaction
ACH + ROLE
RESIDUAL

Multiple Classification Analysis
Variable + Category

N

Mean

1 Low Achievement

55

3.12

2 High Achievement

55

3.08

110

3.10

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL

3 Total Group
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principal behavior of Demand Reconciliation found a significant difference by age of respondents.

Twenty-six to thirty-

four year olds rated principals significantly higher on this
leadership dimension than ratings by other age groups.

These

data are reported in -Table 8.
In summary, the hypothesis of no significant difference between principals at high or low achieving schools in
the perceived leadership behavior of Demand Reconciliation
was accepted.

Furthermore, there were no significant

differences between principals, teachers, or central office
employees in their perceptions of Demand Reconciliation.
However, when roles were grouped by age, sex, years of experience, and years of site experience, there was a significant

. no significant interaction effect between achievement level
and role.
Hypothesis 3
The null hypothesis was:
There is no significant difference between principals at high or low achieving schools in the perceived
leadership behavior of Tolerance of Uncertainty as
measured by the Leader Behav1or Description QuestionnaireForm XII. For the purpose of this study, Tolerance of
Uncertainty was defined as, "behavior of the pr1nc1pal
ind1cat1ve of the ability to tolerate uncertainty and
postponement without anxiety or upset."5
A two-way analysis of variance by achievement level
sibid.
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Table 8
Sex, Age, Years Experience,
Years Site Experience, and
Demand Reconciliation
Source

ss

df

MS

F

Ratio

p

Sex of Respondents
Between Groups
Within Groups

6.198

1

6.198

536.469

106

5.061

0.039

0.8438

NS

1. 926

0.0115

s

0.369

0.8299

NS

0.797

0.4984

NS

Age of Respondents
~

-c

Between Groups
Within Groups

37.558

4

9.359

511.933

105

4.876

Years of Experience
---'---- _Be_tw_een_Gr_o_ups________7_._6_2n_____4____1. 9 0 7
Within Groups

541.865

105

5.161

Years of Site Experience
Between Groups

12.117

3

4.039

Within Groups

537.374

106

5.070
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and role determined that there was a significant difference
between perceptions of the high and low achieving _schools
with regard to the principals' leadership behavior of
Tolerance of Uncertainty.

The low achieving schools rated

principals significantly higher than high achieving schools
on this dimension of leadership.

There was no signficant

interaction effect between achievement level and role.
Table 9 reports the data.
Analyses between role group perceptions support the
hypothesis with regard to leadership behavior and Tolerance
of Uncertainty.

Further analyses to determine relationship

of sex, age, years of experience, and years of site experience did not find significant differences.

Thus, there was

a significant difference between achievement levels but not
,

between roles or between groups.

These data are reported in

I

--j------Tahle-10-~-----------------------------

_____ _

In summary, the hypothesis of no signficant difference between principals at high or low achieving schools
with regard to the perceived leadership behavior of
Tolerance of Uncertainty was not accepted.

The low achieve-

ing schools rated the principals significantly higher than
high achieving schools on this dimension of leadership.
However, there were no significant differences between roles
in their perceptions of Tolerance of Uncertainty, nor were
there any differences between roles when grouped by sex, age,
years of experience, or years of site experience,

There was

no significant interaction effect between achievement level
and role.
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Table 9
Analysis of Variance Summary Relationship
Between Achievement Groups and Role on
LBDQ-Form XII Subtest, Tolerance of
Uncertainty

Source of
Variation

_j
I

Sum of
Squares

DF

Mean
Square

ACHLEVEL

0.769

1

0.769

7. 714

0.007*

ROLE

0. 313

2

0.157

1. 570

0. 213

0.080

2

0.040

0.040

0. 671

10.374

104

0.100

p

F

Two-Way Interaction
ACH + ROLE
RESIDUAL

- - - - - -- - - - -

Multiple Classification Analysis
Variable + Category

N

Mean

1 Low Achievement

55

2.87

2 High Achievement

55

2. 71

llO

2.79

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL

3 Total Group

*Significant at the .05 level.

- - - -- - - - - - -
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Table 10
Sex, Age, Years Experience, Years
Site Experience, and Tolerance
of Uncertainty

ss

Source

df

MS

F Ratio

p

Sex of Respondents
Between Groups
Within Groups

57.183

4

14.296

1096.490

105

10.443

1. 369

0.2497

NS

3.268

0.0735

NS

Age of Respondents
Between Groups
~----WLthin_Groups

34.028

1

34.028

___llQ_3_._85_2 __ l0_6__ l0_._41_4 _________________ _

·

Years of Experience
Between Groups
Within Groups

69.058

4

17.265

1084.614

105

10.330

1.671

0.1621

NS

1. 960

0.1244

NS

Years of Site Experience
Between Groups
Within Groups

60.636

3

20.212

1093.037

106

10.312

71

Hypothesis 4
The null hypothesis was;
There is no significant difference between principals
at high or low achieving schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Persuasiveness as measured by the Leader
Behavior Descript~on Quest~onnaire-Form XII. For the
purpose of this study, Persuasiveness was defined as,
"behavior of the principal ~n wh~cnhe/she uses persuasion and argument effectively: exhibits strong convictions." 6
A two-way analysis of variance by achievement level
and role determined that there was a significant difference
between perceptions of the high and low achieving schools
with regard to the principals' leadership behavior of
Persuasiveness.

Low achieving schools rated principals

significantly higher on this leadership behavior than ratings
by high achieving schools.

There was no significant inter-

action effect between achievement level and role.

These

findings are presented-inTa:J5Te-ri.
Analyses between responses by principals, teachers,
and central office employees determined that there was a
significant difference between groups with regard to their
perceptions of leadership behavior of Persuasiveness.
Teachers at low achieving schools gave the principals significantly higher ratings on the effective use of persuasion and
argument than the self-ratings by principals or the ratings
by central office employees at high or low achieving schools.
Ancillary investigations with regard to the relationship of
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Table 11

-1

Analysis of Variance Summary Relationship
Between Achievement Groups and Role on
LBDQ-Form XII Subtest, Persuasiveness

Source of
Variation

Sum of
Squares

DF

Mean
Square

ACHLEVEL

0.927

1

0.927

5.841

0.017*

ROLE

1. 045

2

0.522

3.290

0.041*

0. 966

2

0.483

3.042

0.052

16.512

104

0.159

F

p

Two-Way Interaction
-~

ACH + ROLE
RESIDUAL

Multiple Classification Analysis
~---·

Variable + Category

N

Mean

1 Low Achievement

55

2.49

2 High Achievement

55

2.31

llO

2.40

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL

3 Total

~roup

*Significant at the .05 level.
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sex, age, years of experience, and years of site experience,
and Persuasiveness found that there were no significant differences between groups.

These data are reported in Table

12.
In summary, the hypothesis of no significant difference between high and low achieving schools in the perceived
leadership behavior of Persuasiveness was not accepted.

The

low achieving schools rated the principals significantly
higher than the high achieving schools on this leadership
dimension.

There was also a significant difference between

role perceptions.

Teachers rated principals significantly

higher on this leadership dimension than principal's selfratings or ratings by central office employees.

However,

ancillary investigations determined that there were no significant differences between roles when grouped by sex, age,
'

----

years of experience, or years of site experience.

There was

no significant interaction effect between achievement level
and role.
Hypothesis 5
The null hypothesis was:
There is no signficant difference between principals
at high or low achieving schools in the perceived
leadership behavior of Initiation of Structure as
measured by the Leader Behav1or Description Questionnaire-Form XII. For the purpose of this study, Initiation of Structure was defined as, "behavior of the
principal 1n wh1ch he/she clearly defines own role, and
lets followers know what is expected."7
A two-way analysis of variance by achievement level
7Ibid.
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Table 12
Sex, Age, Years Experience,
Years Site Experience
and Persuasiveness
Source

ss

df

MS

F

Ratio

p

Sex of Respondents
Between Groups
Within Groups

27.855

1

27.855

1885.136

106

17.784

1. 566

0.2135

NS

1.143

0.3403

NS

Age of Respondents
Between Groups
-~-----

81.180

4

20.295

-Wi-toh-i-n-GE0Uf!lS-- --1-86-J-.8-l-1-- -1-0S--1-7-.-7-5-l------------ ------------Years of Experience
Between Groups
Within Groups

12.791

4

3.198

1932.200

105

18.402

0.174

0.9514

NS

0.823

0.4839

NS

Years of Site Experience
Between Groups
Within Groups

44.284

3

14.761

1900.707

106

17.931
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and role determined that there was no significant difference
between high and low achieving schools with regard to the
principals' leadership behavior of Initiation of Structure.
There was no significant interaction effect between achievement level and role.

Table 13 reports this data.

Analyses of responses by principals, teachers, and
central office employees determined that there were no significant differences between principals at high or low
achieving schools in the leadership behavior of Initiation of
Structure.

Ancillary investigations to determine the rela-

tionship of sex, age, years of experience, and years of site
experience with regard to Initiation of Structure give no
basis to support significant differences between groups.
These data are reported in Table 14.
~----'

In summary, the hypothesis of no significant difference between principals at high or low achieving schools in
the perceived leadership behavior of Initiation of Structure
was accepted.

Furthermore, there were no significant dif-

ferences in the perceptions of principals, teachers, or
central office employees with regard to this leadership
dimension.

There was no significant interaction effect

between achievement level and role.
_j

Hypothesis 6
The null hypothesis was:
There is no significant difference betweenprincipals
at high or low achieving schools in the perceived
leadership behavior of Tolerance of Freedom as measured
by the Leader Behavior Descript1on Questionnaire-Form
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Table 13
Analysis of Variance Summary Relationship
Between Achievement Groups and Role on
LBDQ-Form XII Subtest, Initiation
of Structure

Sum of
Squares

DF

He an
Square

ACHLEVEL

0.641

1

0.641

3.018

0.085

ROLE

1. 020

2

0.510

2.399

0.096

0.912

2

0.456

2.146

0.122

22.103

104

0.213

Source of
Variation

F

p

Two-Way Interaction
ACH + ROLE
i

I

RESIDUAL

- - ' - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -

Multiple Classification Analysis

Variable + Category

N

Mean

1 Low Achievement

55

2.17

2 High Achievement

55

2.01

llO

2.09

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL

3 Total Group
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Table

14

Sex, Age, Years Experience, Years
Site Experience, and
Initiation of
Structure

Source

ss

df

MS

F Ratio

p

Sex of Respondents
Between Groups
Within Groups

36.670

1

36.670

2406.247

106

22.700

1.615

0.2065

NS

1. 048

0.3861

NS

Age of Respondents
Between Groups

94.756

4

23.689

::'------wi-t:ITrn-Gruup·s-----2"3/~-;-9-l-7---rGS----2~-;-599-----------

Years of Experience
Between Groups
Within Groups

100.524

4

25.131

2367.148

105

22.544

1.115

0.3536

NS

0.626

0.6000

NS

Years of Site Experience
Between Groups
Within Groups

42.938

3

14. 313

2424.735

106

22.875
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XII. For the purpose of this study, Tolerance of
Freedom was defined as, "behavior of the pr~nc~pal in
which he/she allows followers scope for initiative,
decision, and action."B
A two-way analysis of variance by achievement level
and role determined that there was no significant difference
between perceptions of the high and low achieving schools
with regard to the principals' leadership behavior of
Tolerance of Freedom.

There was no significant interaction

effect between achievement level and role.

These findings

are presented in Table 15.
The evidence with regard to role group perceptions
of leadership behavior of Tolerance of Freedom is not sufficient enough to reject the hypothesis.

Data concerning the

relationship of sex, age, years of experience, and years of
site experience determined that there were no significant
____:! _ _ _ _

differences between groups.

Tnese -data-are preseneea-nr------------

Table 16.
In summary, the hypothesis of no significant difference between principals at high or low achieving schools in
the perceived leadership behavior of Tolerance of Freedom
was accepted.

Furthermore, there were no significant differ-

ences between perceptions of principals, teachers, or central
office employees with regard to this leadership dimension.
There were no significant differences between roles when
grouped by sex, age, years of experience, and years of site
experience.

There was no significant interaction effect

between achievement level and role.
Bibid.
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Table 15
Analysis of Variance Summary Relationship
Between Achievement Groups and Role on
LBDQ-Form XII Subtest, Tolerance
of Freedom

Source of
Variation

Sum of
Squares

DF

Mean
Square

ACHLEVEL

0.458

1

0.458

1. 995

0.161

ROLE

0.369

2

0.185

0.804

0.450

0.205

2

0.102

0.445

0.642

23.887

104

0.230

F

p

Two-Way Interaction

I
'

ACH + ROLE
RESIDUAL

~--~

- - - -- - - - -

Multiple Classification Analysis
Variable + Category

N

Mean

1 Low Achievement

55

2.43

2 High Achievement

55

2.31

110

2.37

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL

3 Total Group
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Table 16
Sex, Age, Years Experience, Years
Site Experience, and
Tolerance of Freedom

ss

Source

df

MS

F Ratio

p

Sex of Respondents
Between Groups
Within Groups

107.634

4

26.908

2384.230

105

22.707

1.185

0.3217

NS

0.245

0. 6213

NS

Age of Respondents
Between Groups
I

Within Groups

5.707

1

5.707

2464.617

106

23.251

I

----i---

~------

-----

Years of Experience
Between Groups
Within Groups

29.952

4

7.488

2461.912

105

23.447

- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -

0.319

0.845

NS

0.256

0.8567

NS

Years of Site Experience
Between Groups
Within Groups

17.943

3

5.981

2473.920

106

23.339
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Hypothesis 7
The null hypothesis was:
There is no significant difference between principals
at high or low achieving schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Role Assumption as measured by the
Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire~Form XII. For
the purpose of this study, Role Assumption was defined as,
"behavior of the principal wh~ch is characterized by
his/her actively exercising the leadership role rather
than surrendering leadership to others."9
A

two~way

analysis of variance by achievement level

and role determined that there was not a significant

differ~

ence between perceptions of the high and low achieving
schools with regard to the principals' leadership behavior of
Role Assumption.

j
!

Therewas no significant interaction effect

between achievement level and role.

Table 17 presents the

data.
Significant differences between role group percep----

------

-

--~-

tions with regard to leader behavior ofR0IeAs5umption were

1
not supported by the analysis of variance results.

Ancillary

investigations to determine the relationship between sex,
age, years of experience, and years of site experience found
a significant difference with regard to years of experience.
The respondents with over twenty years experience rated the
principals significantly higher on this leadership dimension
than ratings by other age groups.

However, the ANOVA result

of p=0.0404 was not credible because there was no consistent
trend in the analysis, the pattern was irregular, probably
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Table 17
Analysis of Variance Summary Relationship
Between Achievement Groups and Role on
LBDQ-Form XII Subtest, Role
Assumption

Sum of
Squares

DF

Mean
Square

ACHLEVEL

0.001

1

0.001

0.005

0.944

ROLE

0.822

2

0. 411

2.524

0.085

0.622

2

0. 311

1. 910

0.153

16.944

104

0.163

Source of
Variation

F

p

Two-Way Interaction
ACH + ROLE
RESIDUAL

i
4--------------Mu-:ttip-:te-e-:tassific·ation-Ana-lys±s--

Variable + Category

N

Mean

1 Low Achievement

55

3.20

2 High Achievement

55

3.20

110

3.20

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL

3 Total Group

----

-------
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due to sampling error.

These data are reported in Table 18.

In summary, the hypothesis of no significant difference between principals at high or low achieving schools in
the

~erceived

accepted.

leadership behavior of Role Assumption was

Furthermore, there were no significantdifferences

between principals, teachers, or central office employees
with regard to their perceptions of the leadership behavior
of Role Assumption.

Ancillary investigations found a sig-

nificant difference with regard to years of experience.

The

respondents with over twenty years experience rated the
principals significantly higher on this leadership dimension.
However, the ANOVA result was not credible.

There was no

significant interaction effect between achievement level and
role.
Hypothesis 8
was:

There is no significant difference between principals at high or low achieving schools in the perceived
leadership behavior of Consideration as measured by the
Leader Behavior Description Quest1onnaire-Form XII. For
the purpose of this study, Consideration was defined as,
"behavior of the principal character1zed as regard for
the comforti well being, status, and contribution of
followers." 0
A two-way analysis of variance by achievement level
and role determined that there was a significant difference
between perceptions of the high and low achieving schools
with regard to the principals' leadership behavior of Consideration.

Low achieving schools rated principals

lOibid.
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Table 18
Sex, Age, Years Experience, Years Site
Experience, and Role Assumption

ss

Source

df

MS

F Ratio

p

Sex of Respondents
Between Groups
Within Groups

30.250

1

30.250

1756.519

106

16.571

l. 825

0.1765

NS

l. 059

0.3807

NS

Age of Respondents
Between Groups
Within Groups
---

- -

Between Groups
Within Groups

71. 303

4

17.826

1767.615

105

16.834

Years of Experience
165.567

4

41.392

1673.351

105

15.937

---

-----

2.597

0.0404

s

0.673

0.5704

NS

Years of Site Experience
Between Groups
Within Groups

34.376

3

11.459

1804.543

106

17.024
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significantly higher than high achieving schools on this
dimension of leadership.

There was no significant

action effect by achievement level and role.

inter~

Table 19

presents these findings.
There was little or no evidence, however, to suggest
that principals, teachers, or central office employees
differed in their perceptions of the principals with regard
to the leadership dimension of Consideration.

Furtheranaly-

ses to investigate the relationship of sex, age, years of
experience, and years of site experience with regard to the
leadership behavior of Consideration determined that there
were no significant differences between groups.

These data

are reported in Table 20.
In summary, the hypothesis of no significant difference between principals at high or low achieving schools in
___}

_ _.

the perceived leadership behavigr of Consideration was not
accepted.

Low achieving schools rated the principals signif-

icantly higher than high achieving schools on this dimension
of leadership.

However, there were no significant differ-

ences between perceptions of principals, teachers, or central
office employees on this dimension of leadership, nor on
analyses of variance between roles when grouped by sex, age,
years of experience, and years of site experience.

There was

no significant interaction effect between achievement level
and role.
Hypothesis 9
The null hypothesis was:
There is no significant difference between principals at high or low achieving schools in the perceived
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Table 19
Analysis of Variance Summary Relationship
Between Achievement Groups and Role on
LBDQ-Form XII Subtest, Consideration

Source of
Variation

Sum of
Squares

DF

Mean
Square

ACHLEVEL

0.611

1

0.611

4.617

0.034*

ROLE

0.305

2

0.152

1.152

0.320

0,138

2

0.069

0.521

0.595

13.768

104

0.132

F

p

Two-Way Interaction
ACH + ROLE
RESIDUAL
- - - .

Multiple Classification Anal:zsis

Variable + Category

N

Mean

1 Low Achievement

55

2.68

2 High Achievement

55

2.54

llO

2.61

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL

3 Total Group

*Significant at the .05 level.
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Table 20
Sex, Age, Years Experience,
Years Site Experience,
and Consideration

Source

ss

df

MS

F Ratio

p

Sex of Respondents
Between Groups
Within Groups

5.188

1

5.188

1472.247

106

13.889

0.374

0.5424

NS

1. 762

0.1421

NS

Age of Respondents
Between Groups
Within Groups

93.216

4

23.304

1389.002

105

13.229
---

Years of Experience
Between Groups
Within Groups

44.311

4

11.078

1437.907

105

13.694

0.809

0.5222

NS

0.573

0.6340

NS

Years of Site Experience
Between Groups
Within Groups

23.653

3

7.884

1458.565

106

13.760
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leadership dimension of Production Emphasis as measured
by the Leader Behavior Descr~pt~on. Quest~onnaire-Form
XII. For the purpose of this study, Production Emphasis
was defined as, "behavior of the principal characterized
by applying pressure for productive output."ll
A two-way analysis of variance by achievement level
and role determined that there was no significant difference
between perceptions of the high or low achieving schools
with regard to the principals' leadership behavior of
Production Emphasis.

There was no significant interaction

effect between achievement level and role.

These data are

reported in Table 21.
This hypothesis was supported by analyses of responses
by role (principals, teachers, and central office employees).
Further analyses to determine the relationship of sex, age,
years of experience, and years of site experience to the
leadership behavior of Production Emphasis produced no
significant findings.

These data are reported in Table 22.

In summary, the hypothesis of no significant difference between principals at high or low achieving schools in
the perceived leadership behavior of Production Emphasis was
accepted.

Furthermore, there were no significant differ-

ences between principals, teachers, or central office
employees in their perceptions of principals with regard to
this leadership dimension.

Ancillary investigations of

roles grouped by sex, age, years of experience, and years of
site experience found no significant differences.

There was
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Table 21
Analysis of Variance Summary Relationship
Between Achievement Groups and Role on
LBDQ-Form XII Subtest, Production
Emphasis

Source of
Variation

Sum of
Squares

DF

Mean
Square

ACHLEVEL

0.246

1

0.246

0. 779

0.379

ROLE

1. 014

2

0.507

1. 608

0.205

0.792

2

0, 396

1.255

0.289

32.804

104

0.315

F

p

Two-Way Interaction
ACH + ROLE
RESIDUAL

- - - - -- - - - - - - -

Multiple Classification Analysis
Variable + Category

N

Mean

1 Low Achievement

55

2.79

2 High Achievement

55

2.67

llO

2. 72

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL

3 Total Group

90

Table 22
Sex, Age, Years Experience, Years
Site Experience, and
Production Emphasis

Source

ss

df

MS

F Ratio

p

Sex of Respondents
Between Groups
Within Groups

1. 361

1

1. 361

3417.852

106

32.244

0.042

0.8376

NS

0.406

0.8040

NS

1.154

0.3353

NS

1. 673

0.1772

NS

Age of Respondents
Between Groups
Within Groups

53.082

4

13.270

3432.518

105

32.691

Years of-EX{Jeri-en-ce--------Between Groups
Within Groups

146.824

4

36.706

3338.776

105

31.798

Years of Site Experience
Between Groups
Within Groups

157.615

3

52.538

3327.985

106

31.396
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no significant interaction effect between achievement level
and role.
Hypothesis 10
The null hypothesis was:
There is no significant difference between principals at high or low achieving schools in the perceived
leadership behavior of Predictive Accuracy as measured
by the Leader Behavior Descn.pt~on Quest~onnaire-Form
XII. For the purpose of this study, Predictive Accuracy
was defined as, "behavior of the princ~pal ~n wh~ch
he/she exhibits foresight and ability to predict
outcomes accurately." 12
·
A two-way analysis of variance by achievement level
and role determined that there was no significant difference
between perceptions of the high or low achieving schools with
regard to the principals' leadership behavior of Predictive
Accuracy.

There was no significant interaction effect be-

tween achievement level and role.
~---------daea

Table 23 reports these

.---------------------------- --···-------- - - - - The data support the hypothesis that principals,

teachers, or certificated central office employees do not
differ in their perceptions of leadership behavior with
regard to Predictive Accuracy.

Differences noted were not

significant enough to document.

Additional investigations

were conducted to determine the relationship of sex, age,
years of experience, and years of site experience with
regard to Predictive Accuracy.

It was determined that there

were no significant differences between groups with regardto
this leadership behavior.
24.
12Ibid.

These data are reported in Table
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Table 23
Analysis of Variance Summary Relationship
Between Achievement Groups and Role on
LBDQ-Form XII Subtest, Predictive
Accuracy
Source of
Variation

Sum of
Squares

DF

Mean
Square

ACHLEVEL

0.227

1

0.227

0.814

0.369

ROLE

0.642

2

0. 321

1.150

0.321

0.306

2

0.153

0.548

0.580

29.022

104

0.279

F

p

Two-Way Interaction
ACH + ROLE
RESIDUAL
_.:;

---

~-----

- - ·~·- --MuTEi pre-cIa s s i-f~i ca-ci-on-Arra-lys.i::s

Variable + Category

N

Mean

1 Low Achievement

55

2.34

2 High Achievement

55

2.24

llO

2.29

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL

3 Total Group

93
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In summary, the hypothesis of no significant difference between principals at high or low achieving schools was
accepted,

Furthermore, there were no significant differences

between perceptions of principals, teachers, or central
office employees with regard to this leadership dimension.
There were no significant differences between roles when
grouped by sex, age, years of experience, or years of site
experience with regard to Predictive Accuracy.

There was no

significant interaction effect between achievement level and
role.
Hypothesis 11
The null hypothesis was:
There is no significant difference between principals
at high or low achieving schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Integration as measured by the Leader
Behavior Descript~on Questionnaire-Form XII. For the

l

purpos~of-thrs-study-,----rnteg-ra--e-ien-was-ae-f-i-ned-as-,-----

"behavior of the principal when he/she maintains a
closely knit organization; resolves inter-member
conflicts."l3
A two-way analysis of variance by achievement level
and role determined that there was a significant difference
between perceptions of the high and low achieving schools
with regard to the principals •· leadership behavior of
Integration.

The low achieving schools rated principals

significantly higher than high achieving schools on this
dimension of leadership.

There was no significant inter-

action effect between achievement level and role.

13Ibid.

Findings
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are reported in Table 25.
Analyses of variance with regard to perceptions of
principals, teachers, and central office employees determined that teachers rated principals significantly higher on
this leadership dimension than self-ratings by principals or
ratings by central office employees.

Further investigations

were made with regard to the relationsh1p of sex, age, years
of experience, and years of site experience and leadership
behavior of Integration.

It was determined that there was a

significant difference between groups.

Female respondents

rated principals significantly higher on this leadership
dimension than male respondents.

The data are reported in

Table 26.
In summary, the hypothesis that there is no significant difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Integration
was not accepted.

Low achieving schools rated the princi-

pals significantly higher than high achieving schools with
regard to this leadership dimension.

Furthermore, teachers

rated principals significantly higher on this leadership
dimension than the self-ratings by principals or the ratings
by central office employees.
ference between groups by sex.

There was a significant difFemale respondents rated

principals significantly higher on this leadership dimension
than male respondents.

There was no significant interaction

effect between achievement level and role.
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Table 25
Analysis of Variance Summary Relationship
Between Achievement Groups and Role on
LBDQ-Form XII Subtest, Integration

Sum of
Squares

DF

Mean
Square

ACHLEVEL

4.480

1

4.480

11.593

0. 001 *

ROLE

3.968

2

1. 984

5.133

0.007*

0.046

2

0.023

0.060

0.942

40.193

104

0.386

Source of
Variation

F

p

Two-Way Interaction
ACH + ROLE
RESIDUAL

*Significant at the .05 level.
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Table 26
Sex, Age, Years Experience, Years
Site Experience, and
Integration

ss

Source

df

MS

F Ratio

p

Sex of Respondents
66.694

1

66.694

1148.2222

106

10.832

Between Groups
Within Groups

6.157

0.0147

s

1. 000

0. 4112

NS

Age of Respondents
44.657

4

11.164

1172.516

105

11.167

Between Groups
Within Groups
i ___

- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -

Between Groups
Within Groups

Years of ExtJerience
27.684

4

6.921

1189.489

105

11.328

---

----

-------- - - - - - - - - - -

0. 611

0,6557

NS

0.815

0.4884

NS

Years of Site Experience
Between Groups
Within Groups

27.438

3

9.146

1189.735

106

11. 224
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Hypothesis 12
The null hypothesis was;
There is no significant difference between principals
at high or low achieving schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Superior Orientation as measured by the
Leader Behavior Descr~pt~on Quest~onnaire-Form XII, For
the purpose of this study, Superior Orientation was
defined as, "behavior of the pr~nc~pal ~n which he/she
maintains cordial relations with superiors; has
influence with them; is striving for higher status." 14
A two-way analysis of variance by achievement level
and role determined that there was no significant difference
between perceptions of the high or low achieving schools
with regard to the principals •· leadership behavior of
Superior Orientation.

There was no significant interaction

effect between achievement level and r9le.

These findings

are reported in Table. 27.
The analysis of variance did not find any signifi~--

!

----cant-d-icfferences-between-per-eepio-ien-s-e-f--p:r--i-nc-ipal-s-,--teachers,_______ _
or central office employees with regard to the leadership
behavior of Superior Orientation.

Further investigations

were conducted to determine the relationship of sex, age,
years of experience, and years of site experience with
regard to Superior Orientation.

It was determined that

there were no significant differences between groups in
their perceptions of Superior Orientation.

These data are

reported in Table 28.
In summary, the hypothesis of no significant

1 4 Ibid.
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Table 27
Analysis of Variance Summary Relationship
Between Achievement Groups and Role on
LBDQ-Form XII Subtest, Superior
Orientation
Source of
Variation

Sum of
Squares

DF

Mean
Square

ACHLEVEL

0.000

1

0.000

0.001

0.975

ROLE

0.417

2

0.209

0.569

0.568

0.034

2

0 017

0.046

0.955

38.121

104

0.367

F

p

Two-1'1ay Interaction
ACH + ROLE
RESIDUAL
-----

0

------- Muitiple-CiassTficaEion-Analys_i_s_____ - · - - - - - - - - - - -

Variable + Category

N

Mean

1 Low Achievement

55

2.25

2 High Achievement

55

2.25

llO

2.25

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL

3 T.otal Group

100

Table 28
Sex, Age, Years Experience, Years
Site Experience, and
Superior Orientation

ss

Source

df

MS

F Ratio

p

Sex of Respondents
Between Groups
Within Groups

0.096

2

0.048

38.476

107

0.360

0,134

0.8747

NS

1.000

0. 4111

NS

Age of Respondents
Between Groups
Within Groups
- - - - -- - - - -

1. 415

4

0.354

37.157

105

0.354

----

----

Years of Experience
Between Groups

2.684

4

0.671

Within Groups

35.889

105

0.342

1. 963

0.1055

NS

0.550

0.6492

NS

Years of Site Experience
Between Groups
Within Groups

0.591

3

0.197

37.981

106

0.358
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difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Superior
Orientation was accepted.

Furthermore, there were no sig-

nificant differences between principals, teachers, or
central office employees with regard to their perceptions of
this leadership dimension nor between roles when grouped by
'

sex, age, years of experience, and years of site experience.
There was no interaction-effect between achievement level
and role.
Summary
The description of the study and hypotheses tested
were reported in this chapter.

The findings are summarized

as follows:
Hypothesis 1 stated that there is no significant
- - -

difference between- prrri.ci-pals at nign or -row-·acnieving - - - - - - - - - -

schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Representation.

The null hypothesis of no difference was rejected.

Principals at the low achieving schools were rated significantly higher than principals at the high achieving schools.
There was also a significant interaction effect between
achievement level and role.

Central office employees at low

achieving schools rated principals significantly higher on
this perceived leadership dimension than either central
office employees at high achieving schools or teachers and
principals at high and low achieving schools.
Hypothesis 2 stated that there is no significant
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difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Demand
Reconciliation.

The null hypothesis of no difference was

accepted.
Hypothesis 3 stated that there is no significant
difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Tolerance of
Uncertainty.
rejected.

The null hypothesis of no difference was

The low achieving schools rated principals sig-

nificantly higher on this perceived leadership dimension
than the high achieving schools.
Hypothesis 4 stated that there is no significant
difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Persuasiveness.

The null hypothesis of no difference was rejected.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - ---- -------

Low achieving schools rated principals significantly higher
on this perceived leadership dimension than high achieving
schools.

Teachers at low achieving schools rated principals

significantly higher on this perceived leadership dimension
than teachers at high achieving schools or self-ratings by
principals or ratings by central office employees at high or
low achieving schools.
Hypothesis 5 stated that there is no significant
difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Initiation
of Structure.
accepted.

The null hypothesis of no difference was
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Hypothesis 6 stated that there is no significant
difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Tolerance of
Freedom.

The null hypothesis of no difference was accepted.
Hypothesis 7 stated that there is no significant

difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Role
Assumption.

The null hypothesis of no difference was

accepted.
Hypothesis 8 stated that there is no significant
difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Consideration.

The null hypothesis of no difference was rejected.

Low achieving schools rated principals significantly higher
on this perceived leadership dimension than high achieving
schools.
Hypothesis 9 stated that there is no significant
difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Production
Emphasis.

The null hypothesis of no difference was

accepted.
Hypothesis 10 stated that there is no significant
difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Predictive
Accuracy.

The null hypothesis of no difference was

accepted.
Hypothesis 11 stated that there is no significant

104
difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Integration.
The null hypothesis of no difference was rejected.

The low

achieving schools rated principals significantly higher than
high achieving schools.

Teachers as a group rated princi-

pals significantly higher on this perceived leadership
dimension than self-ratings by principals or ratings by
central office employees.
Hypothesis 12 stated that there is no significant
difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Superior
Orientation.

The null hypothesis of no difference was

accepted.
Findings from ancillary investigations regarding the

___ relationships between roles and sex, age, years of experience, and years of site experience were also reported.
Chapter 5 presents the summary, conclusions, and
recommendations.

Chapter 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The Problem
The problem investigated in this study was that a
large number of California public elementary schools with a
high Hispanic student population are consistently scoring
low on sixth grade California Assessment Program reading
achievement tests.

At the same time, however, a very small

number of California public elementary schools with a high
Hispanic student population are achieving above the norms in
reading on the same test.

The differences in reading

achievement scores may be due to the effectiveness of the
----~--

small group of schools.
Madden, 1 Brookover and Lezotte,2, Leithwood and
Montgomery,3 Mackenzie, 4 and others have done much research
lJ. V. Madden, D. R. Lawson, and D. Sweet, School
Effectiveness Study: The First Year, 1974-75 (Sacramento
Ca.: California State Department of Education, Office of
Program Evaluation and Research, 1977).
2w. B. Brookover and L. W. Lezotte, Changes in
School Characteristics Coincident with Changes ~n Student
Achievement (Lansing, M~chigan: Michigan State University,
College of Urban Development, 1977), pp. 4-26.
3K. A. Leithwood and D. J. Montgomery, ''The Role of
the Elementary School Principal in Program Improvement,"
Review of Educational Research, 52 (Fall, 1982), 309-339.
4Donald E. Mackenzie, "Research for School Improvement; An Appraisal of Some Recent Trends," Educational
Researcher, 12 (April, 1983), 5-17.
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in an effort to identify characteristics of effective
schools.

Throughout the studies one characteristic which

appeared consistently in the findings was the strong
leadership of the school administrator.
The primary purpose of this study was to investigate
the perceived leadership behavior of school site principals
in selected California public elementary schools which have
high Hispanic student enrollments.
were selected for comparison:

Two groups of schools

those with high scores on a

sixth grade test of reading achievement, and those with low
scores on the same test.

Hypotheses of the Study
j

It was predicted that principals in schools with

!--------n:i gh----sixEn gradefreadl.ng-sco-res-woula-- b-e -rort-ed-tr±gh-er-than- ------principals in schools with low reading scores on the twelve
dimensions of the Leader Behavior Description QuestionnaireForm XII. 5

Specifically, it was anticipated that principals

from the high achieving schools would be rated higher on the
leadership dimensions of Representation, Demand

Reconcilia~

tion, Tolerance of Uncertainty, Persuasiveness, Initiation
of Structure, Tolerance of Freedom, Role Assumption, Consideration, Production Emphasis, Predictive Accuracy,

5Ralph M. Stogdill, Manual for the Leader Behavior
Description Questionnaire-Form XII (Columbus, Ohio: The
Oh~o State University, 1963), pp. l-14.
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Integration, and

Superior Orientation. 6
Conclusions

As a result of analyses of data in this study, five
of the twelve null hypotheses were rejected:

Representa-

tion, Tolerance of Uncertainty, Persuasiveness, Consideration, and Integration.

Ratings by achievement level or

self-ratings by principals, or ratings by teachers or
certificated central office employees produced significant
differences between high and low achieving school principals
with regard to leadership behavior.
Hypothesis 1 stated that there is no significant
difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the leadership behavior of Representation.
!_ _ _ _

null hypothesis of no difference was rejected.

The

The study
-------

found a·significant difference by achievement level with
the low achieving schools rating principals higher on this
leadership dimension.

There was also a significant inter-

action between achievement level and role.

Central office

employees at low achieving schools rated the principals
significantly higher on this leadership dimension than
ratings by central office employees at high achieving
schools or ratings by teachers or self-ratings by principals
at high or low achieving schools.

This finding indicates

that the low achieving schools in this study perceived

6 Ibid, p. 2.
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principals as representative of the group.

The significant

interaction between achievement level and role limits the
generalizability of this finding (see Figure 3 in Chapter
4) •

According to Brookover and Lezotte, the low

achiev~

ing school staffs appear to have less concern and accountability for the school program. 7

Thus, faculties at low

achieving schools may not be strongly concerned with reading
instruction and the principal represents them at that level
of concern.

This he/she may do so as not to "rock the boat"

in an attempt to maintain staff integration and cohesiveness.
It may be that low achievement is due to a less
interested and less assertive faculty which would allow the
principal alone to be more representative rather than
utilizing faculty input.

Principals at low achieving

schools may discourage faculty representation and ideas
resulting in a laissez faire faculty and this faculty
characteristic might influence student achievement.
Hypothesis 3 stated that there is no significant
difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Tolerance of
Uncertainty.

This null hypothesis was rejected.

The low

achieving schools rated principals significantly higher on
this leadership dimension.

This finding indicates that low

achieving schools in this study perceived principals as

?Brookover and Lezotte, op. cit,, p. 16 ..

109
having the ability to tolerate uncertainty and postponement
without anxiety or upset.
Hemphill, Griffiths, and Frederiksen's study of
effective schools found that the principal was decisive,
hard working, an individual who kept in contact with people,
and who acted as an information center.

8

Because effective

principals kept in contact with "people" (teachers, parents,
students, community) they were familiar with the behavior
patterns of the people affecting the school program and were
prepared for problems which could develop.

It may be that

principals at low achieving schools were able to tolerate
uncertainty and postponement not because they were prepared
but because they had become accustomed to such an environment and were comfortable with it.
Hypothesis 4 stated that there is no significant
difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived leadership behavior of Persuasiveness.

This null hypothesis was rejected.

This finding in-

dicates that low achieving schools in this study perceived
principals as using persuasion effectively and exhibiting
strong convictions.

Teachers at low achieving schools rated

principals significantly higher on this leadership dimension
than teachers at high achieving schools or self-ratings by

8

J. K. Hemphill, D. E. Griffiths, and N.
Frederiksen, Administrative Performance and Personality
(New York: Teachers College, Columb~a University, 1962),
p. 36.
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principals or ratings by central office employees at high or
low achieving schools.
Gross and Herriott found that principals at high
achieving schools continually worked with the faculty to
improve instruction.

They utilized faculty input but

exerted strong instructional leadership.

The persuasion

they used was in the form of supporting and involving
teachers in order to promote their commitment for the school
program(s).9
Brookover and Lezotte studied eight schools for a
period of seven years.

They found that the principals of

low achieving schools were more permissive with the
teachers.

The principals did not exert strong leadership

and were very complacent.

They also put more emphasis on

general public relations and less emphasis upon evaluation
of the school's effectiveness in providing a basic education
10
for the students.
It may be that principals at low
achieving schools use persuasion with staff in a negative
sense rather than as involvement and commitment.
Hypothesis 8 stated that there is no significant
difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived ;l!=adership behavior of Consideration.

This null hypothesis of no difference was rejected.

9 N. Gross and R. E. Herriott, Staff Leadership in
Public Schools: A Sociological Inquiry (New York: Wiley,
1965)' pp. 12-18.
lOBrookover and Lezotte, op. cit., pp, 4-26.
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This finding indicates that low achieving schools perceived
principals as being concerned for the comfort, well being,
status, and contribution of followers.
According to Brookover and Lezotte, low achieving
school principals emphasize informal and collegial relationships with the teachers.

11

Teachers may interpret this

behavior as concern for their status and well being.

There-

fore, the behavior the principal exhibits when he fails to
exert strong instructional leadership may be interpreted by
the teachers as concern for their well being and comfort.
Hypothesis 11 stated that there is no significant
difference between principals at high or low achieving
schools in the perceived leadership behavior of-Integration.
This null hypothesis was rejected.

The low achieving

schools and teachers as a group perceived principals as
maintaining a closely knit organization and resolving intermember problems.

Female employees also rated principals

significantly higher on this leadership dimension than
ratings by male respondents.
The principals at low achieving schools may be more
concerned with personnel needs (idiographic) than instructional needs (nomothetic) and strive to develop and maintain
a "happy" faculty.

Brookover and Lezotte found that

teachers in the improving schools are less satisfied than
the staffs in the declining schools.

llrbid., pp. 73-82.

The higher levels of
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reported staff satisfaction and morale in the declining
schools seem to reflect a pattern of complacency and satisfaction with the current levels of educational
ment. 12

achieve~

It may be that low achieving staffs are confusing

complacency with integration.
As a result of this study of the perceived leadership behavior of principals at selected California public
elementary schools with high or low sixth grade reading
achievement scores, the following conclusions are drawn:
1.

There are some significant perceived leadership

differences between the selected high and low achieving
school principals.
2.

The significant differences in perceived leader-

ship behavior are consistent in that they are constant with
low achieving schools.
Based on the findings of this study, it is concluded
that there are significant differences between some perceived leadership behaviors of principals at selected high
and low achieving public elementary schools in California.
Low achieving school principals were rated significantly
higher than principals at high achieving schools with regard
to five leadership dimensions.
The schools in this study were either effective or
inef£ective - that was a given.

If leadership is the

behavior of an individual while he/she is directing group

12Ibid.
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activities that leader may be judged ''excellent'' because the
situation is not demanding and limited performance could be
judged "excellent," that is, in the evaluation of leadership, the characteristics of the environment or situation
may set the qualitative standard for a leader's behavior.
The purpose of this study was to investigate the
perceived leadership behavior of the selected school principals.

This purpose has been achieved and the findings

presented.

The Leader Behavior Description

Questionnaire~

Form XII appears to be both valid and reliable. 13

It was

developed for and is used to describe the behavior of
leaders.

In this study, it provided significant differences

between high and low achieving school principals.

The

implications of these differences could be the subject of
another research study.
Although the researcher predicted high achieving
school principals to be rated significantly higher on all
leadership dimensions, it may be that higher scores do not
equate to effective leadership with the combination of variables in this particulary study.

It may also be, as Getzels

and Guba reported, that behaviors vary with the specific
act, the specific role, and the specific personality
involved. 14
13oscar Krisen Buros, The Eighth Mental Measurements
Yearbook, Volume II (Highland Park, New Jersey: The Gryphon
Press, 1978), pp. 1173-75.
14J. w. Getzels and E. G. Guba, "Social Behavior and
the Administrative Process," The School Review, LXX (Winter,
1957) 1 429.
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Because of the small sample in this study the reader
is cautioned with regard to generalization of the findings.
The significant interaction effect found with regard to the
perceived leadership behavior of Representation influences
the interpretation of the main effects, achievement level
and role.

When a significant interaction effect is present,

the generalization must be qualified.
Recommendations
As a result of this study the following recommendations are made:
1.

Effective schools need to be studied in depth

with regard to specific leadership characteristics in addition to those studied in this research and with regard to
other characteristics which may account for their success.
Such a study might clarify effective leader behaviors and
if leadership is the result of a specific situation.
2.

Perceived leadership behavior of all principals

at California public elementary schools identified as
effective should be studied in depth by the California State
Department of Education and other agencies to identify the
characteristics of effective leadership and effective
schools.

Such a study could improve the educational program

in all schools.
3.

Studies suggested above should include a larger

sample so that generalizations can be indicated with a
clearer picture of findings.

115

4.

Teacher characteristics in high and low achiev-

ing schools should be studied in depth in an attempt to
identify teaching strategies affecting student achievement
in reading.
5.

The degree and extent of parental involvement in

high and low achieving schools should be studied in order to
determine if such involvement makes a significant difference
in reading achievement.
6.

School climate in. high and low achieving schools

needs to be studied in order to determine how much significance this variable might have on school achievement.
7.

Time on task in reading and reading material

utilization in high and low achieving schools need to be
studied to determine if high achieving schools schedule more
__________ r_eading_time_than_lo_w_ac_hi_eJli_ng_ school§.. .. _And,_ how and what
kinds of reading materials and activities are utilized in
each school.

B.

Support services in high and low achieving

schools need to be studied in depth with regard to the
impact such services might make on school achievement.
9.

A study utilizing identical testing conditions

but using another valid leadership questionnaire could be
done comparing the results of the two studies indicating
the appropriateness of the LBDQ-Form XII for educational
leadership assessment.
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Appendix A

February 8, 1983

Mr. John Doe, Superintendent
Selected School District
0000 Street
Any City, California 12345
Dear Mr. Doe,
I am in the process of conducting a study regarding
the leadership behavior of California public elementary
school principals. Smart Elementary School is one of the
schools selected for the study.
I request your permission to contact the principal
of Smart Elementary School regarding this project. The
certificated staff of the school will be asked to meet for
a 20 minute period to fill out a questionnaire regarding the
principal's leadership behavior. This questionnaire will be
explained and administered by me or my designee. This
information will be confidential and will be used by me to
complete my doctoral dissertation at the University of the
Pacific in Stockton, California. The results of this
questionnaire will be available to the principal, at his
request, at a later date.
I also need to have the school principal and a
certificated central office employee fill out the same
questionnaire.
In order to facilitate this response, I am
enclosing a form and a self-addressed, stamped envelope.
Your assistance in this project will be greatly appreciated.
Respectfully,
Frances Berry
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Appendix B

Frances Berry
2640 Adrian Street
Turlock, Ca.
95380

____________You have my permission to contact the school
principal regarding your study.

____________You do not have my permission to contact the
school principal regarding your study~

----- - -

Signature
Selected School District
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Appendix C

2640 Adrian Street
Turlock, Ca.
95380
March 9, 1983

Please accept my sincerest thanks for your help with
regard to my dissertation study.

I appreciate your taking

the time to answer the questionnaire and hope that you will
convey my thanks to your staff.
Sincerely,

Frances Berry

APPENDIX D
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LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE-Form XII
Originated by staff members of
The Ohio State Leadership Studies
and revised by the
Bureau of Business Research

Purpose of the Questionnaire
On the following pages is a list of items that may be used to describe the behavior of your
supervisor. Each item describes a specific kind of behavior. but does not ask you to judge
whether the behavior is desirable or undesirable. Although some items may appear similar.
they express differences that are important in the description of leadership. Each item should
be considered as a separate description. This is not a test of ability or consistency in making
answers. Its only purpose is to make it possible for you to describe. as accurately as you can.
the behavior of your supervisor.

Note: The term, "group." as employed in the following items. refers to a department. division.
or other unit of organization that is supervised by the person being described.
The term ··members," refers to all the people in the unit of organization that is supervised by
the person being described.
----

-

-- - - - - - -

Please respond to the Demographic information questions on
the inside cover.

Published by
College of Administrative Science
The Ohio State University
Columbus, Ohio

Copyright 1962, The Ohio State University
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PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING ABOUT YOURSELF
PLEASE CIRCLE YOUR ANSWER

Sex:

Male

Age:

Under 25

Female

Between 26-34
Between 35-44
Between 45-54
Over 55

Years of teaching experience:
1-4 years
5-9 years
10-14 years
15-19 years
Over 20 years

Years of teaching at this particular school
Under 2 years
2-5 years
6-10 years
11-20 years

..

·,
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Respondents, please answer these questions about yourself.
PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING BY CIRCLING THE RESPONSE;

Sex:

Male

Age:

Under 25

Female

Between 26-34
Between 35-44
Between 45-54
Over 55

Years of Administrative Experience:
l-4years
5-9 years
10-14 years
15-19 years
Over 20 years

Years of Administrative Experience at this particular site:
Under 2 years
2-5 years
6-10 years
ll-20 years

DIRECTIONS:
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a. READ each item carefully.
b. THINK about how frequently the leader engages in the behavior described by the item.

c. DECIDE whether he/she (A) always, (B) often, (C) occasionally, (D) seldom or (E) never acts as
described by the item.
d. ORAW A CIRCLE around one of the five letters (ABC DE) following the item to show the answer you
have selected.

A= Always
B = Often
C = Occasionally
D =Seldom
E = Never

e. MARK your answers as shown in the examples below.
A

@

C

D

E

Example: Never acts as described . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

@

Example: Occasionally acts as described . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

©

D

E

A

B

c

D

E

2. Waits patiently for the results of a decision . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

3. Makes pep talks to stimulate the group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

4. Lets group members know what is expected of them ................ : A

B

c

D

E

5. Allows the members complete freedom in their work . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

6. Is hesitant about taking initiative in the group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

7. Is friendly and approachable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

8. Encourages overtime work . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

9. Makes accurate decisions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

10. Gets along well with the people above him/her . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

11. Publicizes the activities of the group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

12. Becomes anxious when he/she cannot find out what is coming next . . . . A

B

c

D

E

Example: Often acts as described . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

l. Acts as the spokesperson of the group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

A

= Always

B

= Often

C

=

Occasionally

D

=

Seldom

E

= Never
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13. His/her arguments are convincing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

C

D

E

14. Encourages the use of uniform procedures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

C

D

E

15. Permits the members to use their own judgment in solving problems . . . A

B

C

D

E

16. Fails to take necessary action. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

C

D

E

17. Does little things to make it pleasant to be a member of the group . . . . . A

B

C

D

E

18. Stresses being ahead of competing groups . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

A

B

C

D

E

19. Keeps the group working together as a team . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

C

D

E

20. Keeps the group in good standing with higher authority . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

C

D

E

21. Speaks as the representative of the group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

C

D

E

22. Accepts defeat in stride . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

C

D

E

23. Argues persuasively for his/her point of view........................

B

C

D

E

A

24. Tries out ·his/her ideas in the group ......................-.-.. ~..-.. -:-~- ·p.;----g---e---8--E----25. Encourages initiative in the group members . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

26. Lets other persons take away his/her leadership in the group . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

27. Puts suggestions made by the group into operation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

28. Needles members for greater effort. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

29. Seems able to predict what is coming next . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

30. Is working hard for a promotion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

31. Speaks for the group when visitors are present ......................

A

B

c

D

E

32. Accepts delays without becoming upset . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

33. Is a very persuasive talker ................... ·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

34. Makes his/her attitudes clear to the group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

35. Lets the members do their work the way they think best . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

36. Lets some members take advantage of himlher . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

A = Always
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B = Often
C = Occasionally
D =Seldom
E = Never

37. Treats all group members as his/her equals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

38. Keeps the work moving at a rapid pace . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

39. Settles conflicts when they occur in the group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

40. His/her superiors act favorably on most of his/her suggestions... . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

41. Represents the group at outside meetings .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

42. Becomes anxious when waiting for new developments. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

43. Is very skillful in an argument . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

B

c

D

E

A

B

c

D

E

46. Is the leader of the group in name only . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

47. Gives advance notice of changes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

48. Pushes for. increased production . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D-E·--

49. Things usually turn out as he/she predicts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

SO. Enjoys the privileges of his/her position . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

51. Handles complex problems efficiently . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

52. Is able to tolerate postponement and uncertainty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

53. Is not a very convincing talker. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

54. Assigns group members to particular tasks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

55. Turns the members loose on a job. and lets them go to it . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

56. Backs down when he/she ought to stand firm . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

57. Keeps to himself/herself. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

58. Asks the members to work harder. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

59. Is accurate in predicting the trend of events . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

60. Gets his/her superiors to act for the welfare of the group members . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

44. Decides what shall be done and how it shall

b~

done . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

45. Assigns a task. then lets the members handle it ................ .

A = Always
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B = Often
C = Occasionally
D =Seldom
E = Never

.. . ' .. . .. ' . ' .. .. .. . . . . . . . '

B

c

D

E

A

B

c

D

E

............ ...... A

B

c

D

E

64. Makes sure that his/her part in the group is understood
by the group members . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

65. Is reluctant to allow the members any freedom of action . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

66. Lets some members have authority that he/she should keep . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

67. Looks out for the personal welfare of group members . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

68. Permits the members to take it easy in their work. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

69. Sees to it that the work of the group is coordinated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

70. His/her word carries weight with superiors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

.--"-' '-"-" ._. .._._· A

B

c

D

E

72. Remains calm when uncertain about coming events . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

73. Is an inspiring talker . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

74. Schedules the work to be done . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

75. Allows the group a high degree of initiative . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

76. Takes full charge when emergencies arise . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

77. Is willing to make changes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

78. Drives hard when there is a job to be done . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

79. Helps group members settle their differences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

80. Gets what he/she asks for from his/her superiors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

81. Can reduce a madhouse to system and order . . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . A

B

D

E

82. Is able to delay action until the proper time occurs. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c
c

D

E

83. Persuades others that his/her ideas are to their advantage . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

6f. Gets swamped by details . . . . . . . . . . . . . '
62. Can wait just so long, then blows up

'

. A

... ' ' .. ' ............. ' .. ' .......

63. Speaks from a strong inner conviction ..........

'

_ _71. Gets things all tarrgl_e(j__t!p__._
.. _,_ .._._._.·-~~-·_.._._.._.. _._...

'

~
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84. Maintains definite standards of performance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

85. Trusts members to exercise good judgment. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

86. Overcomes attempts made to challenge his/her leadership . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

87. Refuses to explain his/her actions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

88. Urges the group to beat its previous record . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

89. Anticipates problems and plans for them . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

90. Is working his/her way to the top . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

91. Gets confused when too many demands are made of him/her. . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

92. Worries about the outcome of any new procedure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

A

B

c

D

E

93. Can inspire enthusiasm for a project . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

94. Asks that group members follow standard rules and regulations . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

· - -. .

___

95. Permits the group to set its own pace. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

-B-C

96. Is easily recognized as the leader of the group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

97. Acts without consulting the group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

98. Keeps the group working up to capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

99. Maintains a closely knit group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

100. Maintains cordial relations with superiors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A

B

c

D

E

